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My Dear Lorp, 

I kKNow no person, to whom I can more 
fitly address the following Work than your- 
self. A smncere individual regard and esteem 
might indeed alone constitute a _ sufficiently 
strong and valid motive: yet there may be, 
and in truth there is, a motive of a much 
higher nature. As one of the most valued 
and most valuable of the appointed Over- 
seers of God’s flock; one, whose faithfulness 
in his great Pastoral Charge, though he him- 
self would strenuously deny it, is seen and 
appreciated by others ; I would call your at- 


a 2 


1V DEDICATION. 


tention to two diametrically opposed | systems ; 
which, so far as I can understand, seem at 
present to divide those, who, not, like earth- 
worms, deeming this world their all, look 
beyond it to the attainment of everlasting 


felicity in heaven. 


The one System grounds our Justification 
upon our own Intrinsic Righteousness, in- 
fused into us by God, through our faith in 
the Lord Jesus Christ. The other System 
grounds our Justification upon the Extrinsic 
Righteousness of Christ, appropriated and 
forensically made our own by faith as by an 


appointed instrument. 


The one teaches: that we are not merely 
reputed, but actually made, righteous, to an 
amount sufficient, through this precise me- 
dium, to procure and effect our Justification 
before God. The other teaches: that we 
are justified only on account of the Perfect 


Righteousness of Christ; through the medium 
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of faith which we have, imputed to us (as the 
Apostle speaks) instead of Righteousness 


which we have not. 


The one identifies the Righteousness of 
Sanctification which is inherent but not per- 
fect, with the Righteousness of Justification 
which is perfect but not inherent. The other 
carefully distinguishes, both in office and in 
character and in order of succession, the Per- 
fect Righteousness of Justification which is 
Christ’s, and the Imperfect Righteousness of 


Sanctification which is our own. 


The one maintains: that the confessedly 
Imperfect but Inherent Righteousness of Sanc- 
tification justifies those, who, before the infusion 
of that heaven-born but in this world sin- 
intermingled quality, were among the impious 
or ungodly. The other maintains : that, 
although the Imperfect and Inherent Right- 
eousness of Sanctification is ever present (as 


the writer of the Homily speaks) with those 
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who are justified, yet it has no hand in procur- 
ing and effecting their Justification ; inasmuch 
as the one follows after the other, and therefore, 
in the very nature of things, CANNOT be its 


antecedent cause. 


In short, that all misapprehension may be 
prevented, the one makes our own Inherent 
Righteousness, infused into us through Faith 
in Christ, to be THE GROUND OF OUR ACCEPT- 
ANCE wiTH Gop. The other holds THE GROUND 
OF OUR ACCEPTANCE WITH GoD to be the 
Merits of Christ, solely, and simply, and exclu- 


sively of every other ground or consideration. 


The one is the System of Mr. Knox and 
the Church of Rome and the Schoolmen. 
The other is the System of the Church of 
England and of all the other Churches of the 


Reformation. 


For each System alike, the authority of 


Scripture is claimed. And, what is not a 
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little remarkable, while the Church of Eng- 
land, even xominatim, appeals to the Old 
Ancient Fathers, as affording the most decisive 
testimony that her System was the System 
of the Catholic Church from the beginning : 
the Church of Rome, through the organs of 
the Tridentine Doctors, claims, though not 
nominatim, the successive Lights of the Church 
Catholic, and, beyond them, nominatim, the 
Apostles and even Christ himself; Mr. Knox, 
the while, harmoniously alleging, on the base 
of a somewhat unexpected concession of 
Mr. Milner, that, from the end of the first 
century down to the day of the Reformation 
in the sixteenth century, the System, which 
stands opposed to his own, was unheard of and 


unrecognised. 


So far as I am able to judge, a difference, 
thus marked and thus important, requires, 
for each individual’s own satisfaction, a sifting 
as complete, as an union of honesty and 


labour can render it. And this sifting is 
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the more necessary : because the difference 
lies, not between religion and irreligion, not 
between seriousness and profaneness, not 
between caution and carelessness, not between 
a strong interest and a real indifference, not 
between a holy regard of God’s word and an 
unholy disregard of it; but between men, 
alike impressed with the importance of the 
Gospel, alike aiming in all sincerity at the 
practice of godliness, and alike claiming 
Christ as their only Lord and Saviour; in a 
word, between the departed piety of Mr. Knox 
united with the living excellence of his ad- 
herents, on the one hand; and the departed 
piety of Hooker united with the living excel- 


lence of Hooker’s disciples, on the other hand. | 


Your lordship Jong since recommended 
Hooker’s Discourse on Justification, as a 
Treatise to be read by the Clergy at least 
every year: and a passage in one of your 
later eminently useful Publications still con- 


tinues to mark you out as a constant son of 
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that great Divine (and, verily, even a Bishop 
may glory in being a son of the proverbially 
judicious Presbyter), because, for the edifica- 
tion of the Church and for the confirmation of 
waverers in this unstable age, you cease not to 
speak. with the voice, and to exhibit the well 
known family lineaments of the author of The 
Ecclesiastical Polity. 

As the demand of the Law is Perfect Obedience, 
so the offer of Christ is Perfect Forgiveness. 
PERFECT OBEDIENCE no man has paid or can 
pay. PERFECT FORGIVENESS every one may 
enjoy, who seeks to be accepted THROUGH THE 
RIGHTEOUSNESS wHich 1s oF Gop By FAITH. 
The two covenants have this great distinction. 
One is command; the other is mercy: mercy, 
which assures.us: that, although man had trans- 
gressed the covenant of command, God had still 
in store a covenant of mercy: that, although 
man had fallen far short of the obedience which 
God required, God has not altogether cast off 


his unworthy servants. Herein was love: not 
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that we loved God, but that he loved us; and, 
while we were yet sinners, hath reconciled us to 


himself by the death of his Son. 


If, as you theologise with Hooker, no man 
either has paid or can pay PERFECT OBE- 
DIENCE: I am at a loss to comprehend, how 
any man can be justified, before A PERFECTLY 
gust Gop, by AN IMPERFECT INHERENT 
RIGHTEOUSNESS; which, though (according to 
the System) infused into him by grace, is as 
much _ his own, when infused, as his soul or 
his intellect. Truly, I can neither marvel nor 
think foul scorn at the individual, who, from 
a consciousness of his own demerits and short- 
comings, shrinks from the awful venture of 
reposing his Justification upon his own Im- 
perfect Inherent Righteousness, and would 
fain repose it rather upon the Perfect Ex- 
trinsic Righteousness of Christ. Doubtless, 
the right of so doing, if unwarranted by 
Scripture, is nothing more, as Mr. Knox 


expresses it, than a dream: but it is a lovely 
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dream, which solaced the departing spirit of 
the saintly Hooker, and which those who are 
like-minded will not lightly abandon, until (as 
our Article speaks) it can be shewn to be 


incapable of proof from holy Scripture. 


I have lived, said the dying author of the 
Ecclesiastical Polity, to see, that this world is 
made up of perturbations: and I have been long, 
both preparing to leave it, and gathering comfort 
for the dreadful hour of making my account with 
God, which I now apprehend to be near. And, 
though I have, by his grace, loved him in my 
youth, and feared him in mine age, and laboured 
to have a conscience void of offence to him and 
to all men: yet, if thou, O Lord, be extreme 
to mark what I have done amiss, who can abide 
it? And therefore, where I have failed, Lord, 
shew mercy to me: FoR IL PLEAD NOT MY 
RIGHTEOUSNESS, BUT THE FORGIVENESS OF 
MY UNRIGHTEOUSNESS, FOR HIS MERITS WHO 
DIED TO PURCHASE A PARDON FOR PENITENT 


SINNERS. 
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Dream or no dream, the result of this 
prayer, professedly based upon the utter re- 
nunciation of his own Inherent Righteousness 
aS THE GROUND OF HIS PARDON AND ACCEP- 
TANCE WITH Gop, was precisely such, as the 
humble scholars of the mighty Anglican Di- 
vine, axparets xparalov, would, on their principles, 


have anticipated. 


Good Doctor, God hath heard my daily peti- 
tions; for I am at peace with all men, and he 
ws at peace with me: from which blessed assur- 
rance I feel that inward joy, which this world 


can neither give nor take from me. 


His inimitable biographer adds: ore he 
would have spoken, but his spirits failed him; 
and, after a short conflict betwixt Nature and 
Death, a quiet sigh put a period to his last 
breath, and so he fell asleep. 


As the venerable Ignatius, a saint of the 


Old Church, expresses himself: My soul be 
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the surety of all such as trust in the cross, which 
ts indeed a scandal to the unbelievers, but to us 


as salvation and life eternal! 


That, for the advancement of sound reli- 
gion, both doctrinal and practical, your lord- 
ship may long be spared to your diocese and 
to your friends, is the fervent wish and prayer 


of your humble servant, 


G. S. FABER. 
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Eweacep, as Iam, in a Work of some labour 
and research concerning the Antiquity and The- 
ology of the Valdenses and Albigenses, I certainly, 
but a short time ago, could not have anticipated, 
that, leaving for a season the Valleys of the 
Alps and the Plains of Languedoc, I should 
write on the subject of Justification.* The rea- 
sons, however, of my undertaking the task, are 


soon detailed. 


I. A letter from one of my clerical brethren 


with whom I am not personally acquainted, 


* The Work, here alluded to, has, since this was written, 
been published under the title of An Inquiry into the History 
and Theology of the Ancient Vallenses and Albigenses. 
I think it right to add, that, in regard to these two venerable 
Churches, I have seen no reason, since the Work was published, 
to change my evidentially-established opinions respecting them 
even so much as a single iota. 
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written, as I understand him, in the name of 
himself and of others of my clerical brethren 
with whom I am equally unacquainted, earnestly 
called my attention to the published remains of 
the late Mr. Knox. 


To the writer of the letter, the views of the 
Doctrine of Justification, entertamed by Mr. 
Knox, appeared altogether incorrect: but, in the 
matter of evidence, he and his neighbouring 
friends had been staggered and disconcerted by 
an admission of the historian Mr. Milner, which 
Mr. Knox had eagerly caught up and in more 


than one place had strongly insisted upon*. 


* I hope I may be permitted without impropriety, though 
certainly not.without thankfulness to the Giver of all good, 
here, in a new edition, to introduce the parallel confession of a 
beneficed clergyman, which has been kindly communicated to 
me by a noble friend of mine. 

I have the honour of returning to you Mr. Faber’s Work on 
Justification, for the loan of which I feel exceedingly obliged to 
your lordship. I am greatly thankful for the benefit which I 
have received in the perusal of this work: for, lettle ac- 
quainted as I am with the writings of the Fathers, Mr. Milner’s 
statement, which Mr. Knox so triumphantly appeals to, not a 
little distressed me. Many, I am sure, will have to thank Mr. 
Faber for his timely and most satisfactory publication. 

Such confessions I am chiefly induced to bring forward ; 
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It was certainly, says Mr. Knox, not peculiar to 
the Roman-Catholic Divines of that day, the day 
of the Reformation, to represent Justification, as 
a@ MORAL, and not merely a@ RELATIVE, change. 
Mr. Milner, the author of the Church History, 
1s, on this point, a most decisive witness: being 
himself as much devoted to THE FORENSIC NOTION 
OF JUSTIFICATION, as any Roman-Catholic could be 
fo THE MORAL IDEA. And yet, from the end of the 
Jirst century, to the Reformation, he is, with hardly 
an exception, lamenting over the obscurity and con- 
fusion (as he deenis it) of the Fathers of the Church. 
Ambrose is, perhaps, the only Father, who gives 
him any measure of satisfaction as to language: 
and, of him, he can only say, that He sometimes 
uses the term IN ITS PROPER FORENSIC SENSE. 


He adds expressly: The Fathers, in these times, 


because they practically shew the great utility of the princzple for 
which I have been contending these dozen years: the principle, 
I mean, of an appeal to Unanimous Primitive Antiquity from 
the beginning, for the purpose of settling disputes as to the true 
emport of litigated doctrinal passages in Holy Scripture. In the 
enforcement of this principle, it is my honest boast that I am no 
innovator. The principle is, in truth, the very principle, which 
was adopted and maintained and enjoined upon the Anglical 
Clergy by the venerable Reformers of our National Church in 
the sixteenth century. 
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commonly confounded it with SANCTIFICATION : 
though, says he, in substance, they held the true 
doctrine concerning it. Ambrose is, perhaps, 
more clear of mistake in this respect, than most 
of them. 


From the following statements of Mr. Knox, 
his own view of the nature and process of Justi- 


fication may be sufficiently gathered. 


What I am impressed with is: that Our being 
reckoned righteous before God always and essen- 
tially implies A SUBSTANCE OF RIGHTEOUSNESS PRE- 
VIOUSLY IMPLANTED IN us; and that Our Repu- 
tative Justification zs the strict and inseparable 
RESULT Of this PREVIOUS EFFICIENT MORAL JUSTI- 
FICATION. J mean: that THE RECKONING US 
RIGHTEOUS indispensably presupposes AN INWARD 
REALITY OF RIGHTEOUSNESS, on which this reckon- 


ing is founded. 


They who stand, in contradistinction to Those 
who are weak-hearted, and in opposition to Those 
who fall, cannot be confounded with such as fluc- 


tuate between sin and repentance, and derive all 
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their comfort, not FROM CONSCIOUSNESS’ OF THE 
REDEEMER’S EFFECTUAL GRACE WITHIN THEM, but 
FROM ABSTRACT RELIANCE ON WHAT HE DID FOR 


THEM IN THE DAYS OF HIS FLESH. 


In St. Paul’s sense, To BE JUSTIFIED= is not 
SIMPLY TO BE ACCOUNTED RIGHTEOUS, but also, 
and in the first instance, TO BE MADE RIGHTEOUS 
BY THE IMPLANTATION OF A RADICAL PRINCIPLE 


OF RIGHTEOUSNESS. 


1. Such, in his own words, is the System of 
Mr. Knox. 


So far as I can perceive, there is no difference, 
between the Doctrine advocated by him, and 
the Doctrine propounded by the Fathers of the 
Council of Trent: a Doctrine, however, it must 
be admitted, not altogether new ; because it had 
been already advanced and maintained, by the 
Master of the Sentences in the twelfth century, 
and, with some improvement in the detail, by the 


Angelic Doctor in the thirteenth century. 


The speculation of all these different writers, 
b 2 
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from Peter Lombard, through Thomas Aquinas 
and the Tridentine Divines, down to Mr. Knox, 
is briefly this: that Man is justified before God ; 
not by the Extrinsic Righteousness of Christ, faith 
being forensically imputed to him instead of a 
Righteousness of his own which he possesses not ; 
but by an Intrinsic Righteousness, which really as 
much belongs to him as his soul or his body belong 
to him, being inherently infused into him by God 
through faith in our Lord Jesus Christ. 


2. The difference between the two Schemes 
which I have included in a single definition, the 
Scheme rejected by the Schoolmen and the 
Council of Trent and Mr. Knox, and the Scheme 
harmoniously adopted by them in preference, lies 
altogether, it will readily be seen, in THE 
PROCURING CAUSE OF JUSTIFICATION, OF IN THE 
GROUND OF MAN'S PARDON AND ACCEPTANCE WITH 


GOD. 


Mr. Knox and the Tridentine Fathers and the 
Schoolmen, with whatever subtle distinctions and 
explanations, make the Procuring Cause of Justi- 


Jication, or the Ground of our acceptance with God, 
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to be OUR OWN INFUSED AND THEREFORE INHE- 


RENT OR INTRINSIC RIGHTEOUSNESS. 


The Church of England, on the contrary, and 
along with her all the other Reformed Churches, 
make the Procuring Cause of Justification, or the 
Ground of our acceptance with God, to be THE 
EXTRINSIC RIGHTEOUSNESS OF CHRIST APPRE- 
HENDED AND APPROPRIATED BY THE INSTRU- 


MENTAL HAND OF FAITH. 


With respect to the necessity of Holiness, both 
in thought and in word and in work, as AN IN- 
DISPENSABLE QUALIFICATION for the kingdom of 
Heaven, all parties are agreed. 

But, when they come to treat of the piace, 
which, in the economy of Justification, is occu- 
pied by Holiness, they differ considerably and 
indeed essentially : for this, in truth, is the hinge, 


upon which turns the entire controversy. 


(1.) The one Party make Justification and 
Sanctification substantially the same ; Man’s 


Sanctification by an Infusion of Inherent Right- 
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eousness being no other than his Intrinsic Moral 
Justification: and, on the crounp of this Intrinsic 
Moral Justification, as Mr. Knox theologises, 
man’s, CHIEF HOPE is to be viewed as resting ; or, 
as the Divines of Trent speak, the Inherent 
Righteousness of Moral Justification is properly 
called Our Righteousness, BECAUSE, through it 
inherent in us, we are justified: in their own 
precise words, Quia per eam nobis inherentem 


Justificamur. 


(2.) The other Party, widely differing from 
their opponents, make Sanctification, altogether, 
in point both of place and ideality, distinct from 
Justification: inasmuch as they define Justifica- 
tion to PRECEDE Sanctification; and, thence, of 
course, by the very necessity of their arrange- 
ment, maintain, that Sanctification, instead of 
being identical with and indeed the very essential 
constituent of Justification, FoLLOWS AFTER it, 
and in truth never appears at all until the man 
shall rirst have been forensically justified and 
freely accepted of God, on the Grounp of the 
alone Perfect and (relatively to ourselves) entzrely 


Evtrinsic Righteousness of Christ. 
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II. Now my clerical friends chiefly wished to 
know; Whether Mr. Knox, with foundation or 
without foundation, claimed, as his own, the suffrage 
of the Ancient Church: and, from certain former 
Publications of mine, concluding that I had paid 
some little attention to the writings of the early 
Fathers, they called upon me, in behalf of our 
common Protestant Faith, to vindicate it, if it 
could be vindicated, from the charge of upstart 


& 


hesternal novelty. 


1. Since a conscientious man, who (as Bishop 
Cumberland said) would rather wear out than 
rust out, may, it is apprehended, notwithstanding 
the modern march of intellect, serve the cause 
of religion in other ways beside that of Parochial 
Ministration alone: I did not think, in the pecu- 
liar situation, where, by the providential goodness 
of God and the unsolicited kindness of a revered 
and deeply lamented individual, I have been 
placed in my old age; that I could, properly and 
legitimately, turn a deaf ear to their altogether 
unexpected appeal. In short, thus called upon, 
and thus locally situated, | felt it a pury to take 


up the subject. 
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2. When the letter was received from my cor- 
respondent, I had not read the Remains of Mr. 
Knox: but I lost no time in commencing and 
completing a diligent and careful perusal of that 
Work. It may be proper to remark, that I used 
the second Edition. I may add, in connection 
with this remark: that the very circumstance of 
the Remains having passed into a second Edition 
formed yet a further reason for my attending to 


the call of my correspondent. 


It is painful to say: that 1 cannot but deem 
the views of Mr. Knox, in regard to the Doctrine 
of Justification, HIGHLY DANGEROUS and ESSEN- 


TIALLY UNSCRIPTURAL. 


The passing of his Remains into a second 
Edition seemed to indicate, that they met with 
considerable acceptation among many, who, as 
Protestants of the Church of England, ought, I 
think, to have better known the faith of their 
own Communion: and the intrinsic excellence 
and high respectability of Mr. Knox’s private 
character, associated with the extraordinary influ- 


ence which he possessed over the mind of his 
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almost worshipping friend the late Bishop Jebb 
of Limerick, would themselves, a woeful result 
of his very virtues, serve only to give a greater 
currency and a more extensive circulation to his 


opinions. 


3. Such, in few words, were the causes of this 


Publication. 


In the Appendix to the second Edition of my 
Difficulties of Romanism, under the head of 
Satisfaction, I had already briefly treated upon 
the subject, as the nature of that work seemed to 
require: and [I then made an observation, the 
justice of which I have not subsequently seen any 


reason to doubt. 


In point of pRiNciPLe (I stated) or of theo- 
retical RATIONALE, the fruitful parent of Expiatory 
Penance, Expiatory Good Deeds, Purgatory, In- 
dulgences, and Supererogation, is the vain phantasy, 
so congenial to our proud though fallen nature: 
the phantasy of MERITORIOUS SATISFACTION. This 
deeply rooted and widely pullulating Heresy, which 
lies at the bottom of all false schemes of Religion, 
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whether Pagan or Papal or Mohammedan or Soci- 


man, ts cherished in all its baneful luxuriance by 
the Church of Rome. 


(1.) Now, certainly, for most sorry should I be 
not to act with all fairness, in the Creed of Mr. 
Knox and the Church of Rome, it is not formally 
denied, that the meritorious passion of Christ 
upon the cross is that which delivers us from the 


eternal punishment of sin. 


Doubtless, says Mr. Knox with entire approba- 
tion, the Church of England never loses sight of the 


merits of our Blessed Saviour. 


The Father of heaven, the Father of mercy, and 
the God of all consolation, say the Doctors of the 
Council of Trent, when the blessed fulness of time 
arrived, sent unto men his Son Jesus Christ, de- 
clared and promised to many holy fathers both before 
the Law and in the time of the Law; that he might 
redeem the Jews who were under the Law, that the 
Gentiles who followed not righteousness might ap- 
prehend righteousness, and that all might receive 


the adoption of sons. Him God set forth as a pro- 
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pitiation for our sins through faith in his blood, 
and not for our sins only, but also for the sins of 


the whole world. 


(2.) Nothing can be better than such state- 
ments. All appears to be perfectly sound. Nei- 
ther by Mr. Knox, nor by the Church of Rome, is 
our deliverance through Christ’s merits contro- 
verted. This, in words, is not denied by them. 
But, then, when they descend to erplanations and 
distinctions, we are so to understand that deliver- 
ance, as not interfering with their cherished doc- 
trine of Justification through our own infused and 


inherent Righteousness. 


We are justified through our own Righteous- 


ness inherent in us: say the Tridentine Fathers. 


To be justified is to be made righteous by the 
implantation of a radical principle of Righteous- 


ness: reechoes Mr. Knox. 


It is true, indeed, according to the concurring 
account of them both, that our Inherent Right- 


eousness, through which we are justified, is the 
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infused gift of God through Faith in the Merits of 
Christ: but still, even by their own shewing, it is 
as much our own, when infused, as our soul or our 
intellect is our own; for, verily, it is a freely ad- 
mitted truism, that we have nothing which we did 


not receive from God. 


Hence it is most abundantly evident to plain 
common sense: that, if we justify ourselves by our 
own infused and inherent Righteousness, we per- 
form a work, disguise it as we may by an ultimate 
reference to the bounty of God and the Merits of 
Christ, strictly and perfectly analogous to the 
work of convincing ourselves of the truth of a pro- 
position in Euclid by our own infused and inherent 
Intellect. 


God and Christ have just as much to do in the 
latter process, as in the former: and we may as 
rationally say, that our own intellect is properly the 
Intellect of God because it is infused by God, or 
that the problem is solved not by our own Intellect 
but by God’s Intellect; as we may say, that our 
own Righteousness is properly the Righteousness of 


God because it is infused by God, or that our 
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Justification is procured not by our own Righteous- 
ness, properly, but ultimately by God’s Righteous- 
ness through Christ. 


Thus clearly, I think, on the present Scheme, 
both God and Christ, with a superfluity of honor- 
ary acknowledgments, are effectively dethroned : 
and the idol of Man's Inherent Righteousness, 
that spiritual abomination of desolation, is set up 


in their stead. 


If any person can point out the difference 
between Infused Inherent Intellect and Infused 
Inherent Righteousness, relatively to the depend- 
ence of man upon God, let him by all means do 


it*, Imyself, in their analogical bearing toward 


* An excellent friend, of whose sound judgment and theo- 
logical attainments I have the highest opinion, has objected : 
that, in this passage and in other parallel passages which occur 
in the body of the present Work, 1 scarcely give the Romanists 
fair play. 

Our intellect, he remarks, is not infused into us, like the 
Righteousness of Grace: it was part of our original nature, 
which we received along with our hands and feet. It is a part 
of that nature, which we are accustomed to look on as properly 
our own, without denying that we are God’s creatures. IPf wis- 
dom were infused into us from above, so as to be clearly distin- 
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each other, am altogether unable to discern the 
possibility of marking out any intelligible dis- 


tinction. 


guishable from that which we possessed before ; it might properly 
be called the Wisdom of God in contradistinction to that, which 
was the portion of our first creation, and which on that account 
as considered merely human. 

The whole of this is perfectly true: but my friend has some- 
what missed the real drift of my argument. That argument 
respects, not the time when God’s gifts are communicated, but 
the simple communication itself. As I studiously expressed my 
view in the text; If any person can point out the difference 
between Infused Inherent Intellect and Infused Inherent Right- 
eousness, RELATIVELY TO THE DEPENDENCE OF MAN UPON 
Gop, let him by all means doit. In this sense of DEPEND- 
ENCE and DERIVATION, which is the sense that I meant to 
convey, our intellect, our hands, our feet, and our Inherent 
Righteousness infused into us, are all Girrs equally com- 
municated by God, though communicated at different times. 
In other words, they are all GIFTS COMMUNICATED : though 
some may have been communicated, at the commencement of our 
existence ; while another has been communicated, during the 
course of our existence. None of them can be truly said’ to 
constitute an independently acquired property. In respect to 
dependence and derivation, they all stand upon the same footing. 

When thus explained, my argument, I conceive, is neither 
illusive nor sophistical. 

As authority is not without its weight, whatever claim we 
may prefer to independence of judgment, it may not be im- 
proper to subjoin, that this self-same illustrative argument had 
already been employed by the sagacity of the immortal Hooker. 

Whether the followers of the Roman Church speak of the first 
or second Justification, they make the Essence of a Divine 
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On the System of Mr. Knox and the Roman 
Church, for any thing that I can see to the con- 
trary, Man is quite as much his own Justifier and 
his own Saviour, as he is his own Solver of a 
mathematical problem, or his own Contriver of a 
dwelling-house, or his own Ready Reckoner of a 
pecuniary accompt. I have spoken with great 
plainness: for the subject is of far too much 
importance for simpering ceremony. If I have 
erred, | am ready, when convicted, to confess 


my error. 


The brief discussion in the Dofficulties of 
Romanism, which extends through no more than 


ten pages, has now expanded into a volume. I 


Quality inherent, they make it Righteousness which is in us. 
If it be in us, then it is ours: as our souls are ours, though we 
have them from God, and can hold them no longer than pleaseth 
him ; for, if he withdraw the breath of our nostrils, we fall to 
dust. But the Righteousness, wherein we must be found, if we 
will be justified, is not our own. Therefore we cannot be jus- 
tified by any Inherent Quality. Hooker’s Disc. of Justif. 
§ 6. 

It is obvious, that my friend’s objection applies to the reason- 
ing of Hooker, just as much as it does to my own. Now, 
though I would not precisely go the length of adducing 
authority against argument: yet certainly a statement by such 
a man as Hooker is not to be disregarded. 
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can honestly say, so deeply am I impressed with 
the vital importance of the matter, that the pre- 
sent effort has been, no less the subject of prayer 
in my closet, than of thought and research at my 
desk. Should it please the Almighty to withhold 
from it success in. the way of extensive circu-. 
lation: I can at least say, as a conscientiously 
attached Anglican Catholic: Liberavi animam 
meam. 


SHERBURN-House, 
March 18, 1837. 


PAS S.C) Bak EE, 


In the Preface to the third and fourth volumes 
of Knox's Remains, the Editor, Mr. Hornby, after 
noticing with approbation my Work entitled Zhe 
Primitive Doctrine of Election, for which I beg 
to offer him my best thanks, calls upon me to 
undertake a Work on the doctrine of Justification, 
which should be conducted in accordance with 
the same principle of an appeal to the testimony 
of Ecclesiastical Antiquity, as it respects the 
important point of the right interpretation of Holy 


Scripture. 


I. For sufficiently obvious reasons, I almost fear 
to cite Mr. Hornby’s own words: yet, unless I 
do cite them, the nature of his call and of my 
somewhat curious acceptance of it by unconsious 
anticipation will scarce be intelligible. I may 


Cc 
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add, that such a citation will give me an oppor- 


tunity of stating with distinctness my own senti- 


ments on a topic, which seems at present to 


excite a good deal of attention. 


6é 


6¢é 


6é 


‘‘There are many,’ says Mr. Hornby, ‘‘ who 
call themselves true sons of the Church of 
England, and who yet deny that the interpre- 
tation of Scripture according to the voice of 
the Primitive Church is a standard to which 
Churchmen ought to appeal for their right 
understanding of what is the truth of Scripture 
Doctrines. But the number is increasing of 
those, who think otherwise. The principle of 
Tradition, as rightly understood, and as ably 
expounded by Mr. Knox and his friend and 
pupil and coadjutor Bishop Jebb: this principle, 
which, in every fluctuation of various error, is 
sure anchoring ground; this has begun to 
extend itself pretty widely within the Com- 
munity of the Church of England, and has 
advocates who are carrying it far enough: I 


HOPE THEY WILL NOT PUSH IT TOO FAR. 


‘The principle has been applied to other 
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‘dogmas of Modern Theology : and the result 
‘‘ with those who admit the appeal to Antiquity, 
‘“‘ has been to shatter the strong-hold of Calvinism 
“to the ground. Mr. Faber, in his Treatise on 
“the Primitive Doctrine of Election, has done 
‘“« the very work, in one quarter, which, in another 
“« (scarcely of less importance to the defences of 
‘* yeal Christianity), I should rejoice to see as well 
‘‘done. If fam not presumptuous in appealing 
‘to him, I would here appeal, in behalf of the 
‘< doctrine of Justification: asking that he would 
“try it by that very standard, which he has so 
‘“‘ happily applied to the doctrine of Election. 
‘« T appeal to him, because he has declared himself 
‘an uncompromising advocate of the principle of 
“a sound test for Christian Doctrines. I appeal, 
‘‘in the same voice, to all who would try the 
“truths of Christianity by a Catholic Test.— 


‘Mr. Faber, I hope, will not think me unduly 
‘“‘ urgent, if, in bringing this request before him, 
““T remind him of his own sound sentiments in 


“< his own conclusive words. 


“« It struck me, says he, that those doctrines 
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(the doctrine of the Trinity, and the allied doc- 


‘“‘trine of Christ’s essential Godhead), if ewvhi- 


€6 


biting the real mind of Scripture, must have been 


** held by Catholic Christians from the very begin- 


€¢ 


ning ; and conversely, that those doctrines, if not 
held by Catholic Christians from the beginning, 
could not be reasonably viewed as exhibiting the 
real mind of Scripture. All, who take this line 
of argument, must honestly carry it throughout, 
or else altogether relinquish it as inefficient and 


unsatisfactory : for, on no just principle, can a 


man be allowed to pick and choose according to 


his own arbitrary humour. 


‘‘ On the consentient principles of these para- 
graphs, I would earnestly desire, that Mr. 
Faber, or some equally competent scholar, would 
try the doctrine of Justification by Faith, in 
that mode in which it is now most generally 
received. All, who acknowledge consentient 
authority as a test of the sense in which Scrip- 
ture is truly interpreted, would, at once, see, 
whether Mr. Knox’s views on that great point 


are erroneous or correct.— 


n 
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“The argument, to be conclusive with Church 
of England Christians, should be further carried 
on into the two formularies of that portion of 
the Catholic Church of which they have pro- 
fessed themselves members. It should descend 
from its Liturgy into its Articles: and it should 
do so, on the principle, that the one cannot 
contradict the other, that the Articles cannot 
militate against the Liturgy; but, rather, that 
they, as later formularies and subsidiary, must, 
in right reason, be interpreted as the Liturgy 
“prescribes. The question should be argued, 
negatively and positively. It should be shewn : 
what the Church Catholic of the three first 
centuries, and the Reformed Anglican Catholic 
Church, did not hold from the beginning ; what 
it held never ; what it once held primitively ; and 
what it still holds: may that be perpetual to 
the end ! 


“An inquiry of this nature, conducted ably 
and in a good spirit, would, I am satisfied, 
‘“‘ tend much to edification, and something toward 
‘peace. It would exhibit those, who recognise 


‘‘the ground on which it rests: and it would 
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“take from those, who, rejecting that ground, 
‘“* maintain the rights of Protestantism in its most 
‘‘ individual form, all power justly to call (and, 
‘it may be hoped, all inclination, on any terms, 
‘to esteem) those, who think as the Church 
“ of Christ thought from“the first and authori- 
“‘tatively for 1400 years, a sect, or self-taught 
‘‘ men, or, in any sense of the term, maintaining 


“a heresy.” 


Il. If any person has intemperately styled Mr. 
Knox a heretic, he has used language, which, to 
say the least of it, had better not have been used : 
but, with respect to the assertion, that, On the 
point of Justification, the Church of Christ thought 
from the first and authoritatively for 1400 years, 
as Mr. Knox thought ; this assertion, which 
claims to advance an historical fact, must obvi- 
ously be tested and examined before it can be 


prudently and safely admitted. 


1. The word Tradition I dishke to employ: be- 
cause, from the gross, not to say impious, equal- 
isation of the thing to Holy Scripture, on the 


part of the Tridentine Doctors, it is, by no means 
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without good and sufficient reason, in somewhat 


evil odour. 


Yet, if we reject the uncertainty of that mere 
unwritten Tradition which the ingenious Fathers 
of the Council recommend to our pious and re- 
verent affection, and if we confine our acceptance 
of what may be called the written or documentary 
Tradition of the Primitive Church purely to zts 
attestation of the mode in which the doctrinal parts 
of Scripture were universally understood and in- 
variably taught from the very time of the Apostles : 
we, at once, on historical principles act rationally, 
and theologise after the form which the Church 
of England has authoritatively prescribed to her 
Clergy*. 

* To the best of my recollection, I have somewhere seen an 
attempt to whitewash the Church of Rome, on the score: that 
the traditions, upon which she so confidently builds, are not 
oral, but written, traditions; in other words, that, precisely 
like the Church of England, she merely, for the purpose of 
interpretation, builds upon those written traditions, the Creeds 
of the Primitive Church and the recorded universal consent 
of Antiquity. 

This defence, however, if honestly made, can only have been 
made by a person who was entirely ignorant of the express 


decree put forth, on this very point, by the Fathers of the 
Council of Trent. The traditions, which they require their 
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She tells us; that the Church is a witness and 
a keeper of Holy Writ: and, on such ground she 
maintains ; that the Church has authority in con- 
troversies of Faith. But then she adds: that 
nothing should be imposed, upon the belief and con- 
sciences of men, as an Article of the Faith, which 
ws not read in Holy Scripture, and which cannot be 
proved thereby. Hence, consistently with both 
these decisions, she enjoins upon her Clergy : 
that they should teach nothing to be religiously 
held and believed by the people, save what is agree- 
able to the doctrine of the Old or New Testa- 


ment, and what in the way of interpretation the 


followers to receive and venerate equally with Scripture itself, 
are, by their own explicit definition, unwritten or oral tradi- 
tions. I subjoin their precise words. 

Sacrosancta CEcumenica et Generalis Tridentina Synodus, — 
perspiciens hanc veritatem et disciplinam contineri in Libris 
Scriptis et SINE SCRIPTO TRADITIONIBUS, que ipsius Christi 
ore ab Apostolis accept, aut ab ipsis Apostolis, Spiritu 
Sancto dictante, guasi per manus tradite ad nos usque pervene- 
runt, orthodoxorum Patrum exempla secuta, omnes libros tam 
Veteris quam Novi Testamenti, cum utriusque unus Deus sit 
auctor, nec non TRADITIONES IPSAS, tum ad fidem ; tum ad 
mores, pertinentes, tanquam vel ORE TENUS a Christo vel a 
Spiritu Sancto dictatas, et continua successione in Ecclesia 
Catholica conservatas, pari pietatis affectu ac reverentia suscipit 


et veneratur. Concil. Trident. sess. iv. p. 7, 8. 
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Catholic Fathers and Ancient Bishops collected 


fromeit ™. 


The Anglican Church, then, imposes upon her 
Clergy ; that they should teach nothing to the Peo- 


ple committed to their charge, save what ts contained 


* Imprimis videbunt concionatores, ne quid unquam doceant 
pro concione, quod a populo religiosé teneri et credi velint, 
nisi quod consentaneum sit doctrine Veteris aut Novi Testa- 
menti, quodque ex illa ipsa doctrina Catholici Patres et 
Veteres Episcopi collegerint. Canon. Eccles. Anglican. xix. 
A.D. 1571. 

See, in association with this Canon, Art. vi. and xxiii. 

I think it right to state, that in point of strict Jaw, this 
canon is not absolutely binding upon the Anglican Clergy : 
because it did not formally receive the royal assent, and was 
not confirmed by an Act of Parliament. But, in fair construc- 
tion, I deem it impossible not to receive it as the judgment of 
the Church of England: inasmuch as no one can read the 
Homilies, more especially that on Justification or Salvation 
referred to in the eleventh Article, without perceiving that 
they are written precisely on the very principle laid down in 
this canon. The same remark applies to the Apology of 
Bishop Jewel, which was published with consent of the 
Bishops, and which was always understood to speak the sense 
of the whole Church. I may also adduce the distinct attesta- 
tion of Casaubon to the Anglican adoption of the principle of 
the canon. See Epist. 744, 837, 838. In point of law, then, 
we may object to the authority of the canon in question : but, 
with the authorised documents of the Church of England in 
our hands, wherein, as by Jewel, the principle is expressly 
asserted, 1 see not how we can object on any other score. 
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in Holy Scripture: but, in regard to ascertaining 
wHaAT doctrine is really contained therein, should 
there arise any doubt or dispute on the subject, 
she refers them to the declared and recorded unani- 
mous consent of Catholic Antiquity from the begin- 
ing ; that is to say, the consent of Catholic Anti- 
quity, as that consent has been historically 
handed down, from the very first, in authorised 
Creeds, or in formal accredited Apologies, or in 
harmonious Expositions of doctrinal texts which 
so repeatedly occur in all our early Ecclesiastical 


Documents *. 


2. Such a regulation may be very wise; as, 
with due submission, I venture to think: or it 
may be very foolish; as, peradventure, another 
person may stiffly maintain. But, at all events, 
wise or foolish, judicious or injudicious, it zs, in 
naked matter of fact, the declared regulation of 
the Reformed Church of England. 


If we of the Clergy dislike the regulation, as 


* The reader may see a practical use of the Anglican Prin- 
ciple of theologising, in my Work entitled Zhe Apostolicity of 
Trinitarianism. 
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encroaching upon what is sometimes (perhaps 
without full consideration) denominated the pro- 
testant right of private judgment ; we are quite at 
liberty, without any persecuting let or hindrance, 
to throw up our ministry: but [ see not, how we 
can honourably retain our office within the pale of 
the Church, if we professedly despise or openly 
reject the regulation. We are free to act, as 
men: but we are not free to act, as honest church- 
men. A pledge has been given and accepted: 
and, by that pledge, we are bound, I should think, 
to abide, so long as we exercise our ministration 
in the Church of England. 


3. The wisdom, however, of the regulation, 
with all due respect to the nineteenth century, I 
deem more especially apparent, because it takes 
the middle course, between the romish doctrine 
of Unwritten Tradition on the one hand, and the 
vulgar modern notion of Insulated Private Judg- 
ment on the other hand: the former of which would 
eause us to rejoice in the teaching of a single 
Pope: while the latter, by making every man his 
own Pope, claims to have produced A Bzdle 


made easy. 
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(1.) Against the Romanist, the Church of Eng- 
land confines the concurrent testimony of the 
Ancients to the bare interpretation of Scripture: 
rejecting all pretended Tradition whether written 
or oral, which purports to be an apostolical deposit 
independent of and distinct from Scripture, and 
which propounds a body of doctrines that Scripture 


no where recognises and no where teaches. 


(2.) Against the vulgar and (I fear) too much 
self-satisfied Protestant, who, as he sometimes 
classically phrases it, invites us to throw the 
Fathers overboard for the better understanding of 
the Bible; just as we might profitably burn 
Thucydides, by way of thus acquiring a clearer 
knowledge of the Peloponnesian War: against 
the crude speculatist of this stamp, she insists ; 
that, when Primitive Antiquity from the very 
beginning is unanimous in deducing a given doc- 
trine from the words of Scripture, we are bound, 
even on the principles of plain common sense, to 
receive that deduction as the undoubted mind of 
Scripture, instead of resorting to the strange wild 
scheme of Insulated Private Judgment, which 


inevitably places, on the same footing of autho- 
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rity, the sound doctrine of Christ's Essential God- 
head, and what of old was termed The God- 
denying Apostasy. For, if the process of /nsulated 
Private Judgment (a Judgment, which may freely 
set the unanimous testimony of Antiquity at de- 
fiance) is to be adopted: I see not, how even the 
Orthodox himself, if he has the good fortune to 
be Orthodox only on such a plan, can consistently 
refuse to the Socinian that same right and privi- 
lege which he claims for himself. So far as I can 
understand the merits of the case, he must admit 
the Socinian’s principle of interpretation to be 
just as valid as his own: for, in simple verity, 
they are neither more nor less than identical*. 
In short, if we adopt the plan of theologising on 
the basis of mere Insulated Private Judgment, we 
may indeed deduce Opinions from Scripture ; for, 
what we simply think or opine to be the sense of 
Doctrinal Holy Writ, is simply an Opinion: but, 
on this plan, it is absolutely impossible, that we 
should, legitimately at least, deduce any binding 
Articles of Faith ; because, if, on scriptural autho- 


rity, we would fairly lay down a binding Ariéicle 


* See below, Append. numb, IT. § V. 4. (1.) 
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of Faith, we must not idly talk of what we think, 
but we must bring some tangible and intelligible 


proof that it is really contained in Scripture. 


4. Let us, however, carefully mark the admi- 
rable strictness of limitation propounded by the 
Church of England. 


While we are charged to turn to the unanimous 
consent of Primitive Antiquity for the best and 
surest Interpretation of Scripture: we are directed 
to receive no Doctrine as an Article of Faith, save 
what Scripture, as interpreted from the first by 
Unvarying Antiquity, shall be found to contain. 
The moment a doctrine is offered to us, which is 
not written in Scripture, and which is independent 
of and distinct from truths directly scriptural : 
that Doctrine, whatever shew of evidence in its 
favour may be adduced from the personal specu- 
lations of some certain of the Fathers, we are, by 
our truly sound and apostolical Church, called - 
upon to reject, as a mere fond additament fabri- 
cated at a later period by fallible and unauthori- 
tative mortals *. 


* See below, Append. numb. I. 
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(1.) Mr. Hornby, in apparent allusion to the 
Oxford Tracts for the Times and other modern 
Publications of a similar description, significantly 
remarks: This Principle of an Appeal to Primitive 
Antiquity has begun to extend itself pretty widely 
within the Community of the Church of England, 
and has advocates who are carrying it far enough. 


I HOPE THEY WILL NOT PUSH IT TOO FAR. 


(2.) In this wise and christian wish, most 
heartily do I concur. The just Principle of the 
Church of England is pushed too far, whenever it 
is carried beyond aN APPEAL TO ABORIGINAL 
UNANIMOUS ANTIQUITY FOR THE RIGHT INTER- 
PRETATION OF DOCTRINAL SCRIPTURE. As soon 
as ever we call in Tradition, whether written or 
oral, for the purpose of establishing a Doctrine 
unsanctioned by Holy Writ, we take the first step 


into the interminable dominions of Popery. 


SHERBURN House, 
July 1, 1837. 


ADVERTISEMENT 


TO THE SECOND EDITION. 


Tuis second Edition I have rendered perhaps 
more convenient to the reader, by dividing the 
Work into a greater number of chapters, by dis- 
cussing the System of Bishop Bull in one of those 
chapters rather than in a note as before, and by 


removing some very long notes into an Appendix. 


I have also, in the Appendix offered certain 
remarks on St. Paul’s Good Deposit with Timo- 
thy: which has recently, by Mr. Keble, been 


made the subject of a Visitation-Sermon. 


In the same Appendix, I have likewise availed 
myself of Archbishop Usher's Answer to a Jesuit’s 
Challenge: which I had not read, when the pre- 
sent Work was originally composed ; and which, 
beside a valuable discussion of the term J/erit as 
employed occasionally by the Fathers, adopts (I 


find), on the subject of Justification, very much 
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the same line of proof as my own Treatise 


employs. 


Furthermore, I have noticed Mr. Newman’s 
attempt to invalidate my adduction of the impor- 
tant testimony of the Roman Clement: and I 
have likewise examined and tested his Lectures 


on Justification. 


I have given, moreover, what I trust may be 
very useful to my lay readers, a technically legal 
statement of the doctrines of Forensic Justifica- 
tion, communicated to me by a real Barrister, and 
not written merely in the person of a fictitious 


one. 


Finally, I have subjoined two Articles: the 
one, touching Prayers for the Dead, as tending 
to affect the doctrine of Justification ; the other, 
touching Reserve in communicating Religious 
Knowledge, as inculcated upon the Clergy in the 
eightieth Tract for the Times, and as exemplified 
in a proposed management of the doctrine of the 


Atonement. 


Sept. 28, 1838. 
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CHAPTER I. 


PRELIMINARY OBSERVATIONS. 


Tue great Saxon Reformer was wont to say : 
that The Doctrine of Justification, according to 
the soundness or the unsoundness of its state- 
ment, is the Article of a Standing or a Falling 
Church. 

To establish the correctness of this observa- 
tion, in the sense designed by Luther, would, 
on the principles of historical testimony, be a 
matter of no ordinary vexation of spirit, should 
we find ourselves compelled to admit, as an 
indisputable verity, the acknowledgment of the 
late Mr. Milner and the assertion of the late Mr. 
Knox. 

Widely as these two writers differ from each 
other in their respective views of the Doctrine of 
Justification ; yet, in one point, they remarkably 
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agree: and, as the acknowledgment of that one 
point, if not precisely fatal, is yet not a little 
injurious to the view of the Doctrine taken by 
Mr. Milner; and as Mr. Milner, nevertheless, 
may not unfairly be said to acknowledge the 
point in question; Mr. Knox, reasonably enough, — 
compliments him with the valuable title of Ho- 
nest: for aman, no doubt, must be honest, who 
can thus impartially state, and thence by impli- 
cation confess, the essential weakness of his own 
System. 

Mr. Milner, it seems, acknowledges: that Zhe 
view of Justification, taken by himself, was, at 
least in its explicit form, either totally unknown, or 
something very like totally unknown, from the end of 
the first century, until the time of the Reformation 
in the sivteenth century. And Mr. Knox, who 
prefers that view of Justification which he confi- 
dently alleges to have been generally taken during 
a term of fourteen centuries, thence draws a 
powerful evidential argument in favour of his own 
opinion: for, if the usual protestant definition, 
which is substantially advocated by Mr. Milner, 
were unheard of and unknown during the fourteen 
ages which elapsed before the sixteenth century, 
while an entirely different definition was invariably 
received throughout the entire course of the evo- 
lution of those fourteen ages, a strong presump- 
tion, on the principle of the prescriptive right of 
tenure, will have been made out against the pro- 
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testant definition*. It is true, indeed, that the 
protestant definition will not exactly have been 
convicted of altogether unauthorised novelty : be- 
cause, if such definition was received to the end 
of the first century, if it then gave place to another 
definition during the term of fourteen immediately 
successive centuries, and if in the sixteenth cen- 
tury the long dormant original definition was re- 
vived ; that definition cannot correctly be said to 
have started up, for the first time, in the day of 
the Reformation,. But still, if no appearance of 


* I say the protestant definition: because there is a remark- 
able and complete accordance, among ail the various Reformed 
Churches, touching the doctrine of Justification. The reader 
will find below, chap. viii. s. II. note, the several statements of 
that Doctrine, as put forth by the different Reformed Churches, 
extracted from the Syllogé Confessionium. Their unanimity is 
alike striking and important. : 

+ Mr. Knox says: that Then, FOR THE FIRST TIME, after 
the lapse of fourteen centuries, the theory of A Doctrinal Faith, 
giving ease to the conscience, through Reliance on what Christ 
had done to satisfy Divine Justice, becume popular. 

If, by THE FIRST TIME, he means, that the doctrine of A 
Reliance on what Christ had done to satisfy Divine Justice was 
never heard of until the day of the Reformation: then he puts 
more into his conclusion, than his premises, which are made up 
of Mr. Milner’s acknowledgment, will allow; for Mr. Milner, 
whatever concessions he may make as to subsequent ages, 
strongly contends, that the Roman Clement, in the first cen- 
tury, inculcated this precise Reliance for Justification upon 
what Christ had done to satisfy Divine Justice. 

If, on the other hand, by THE FIRST TIME, he means only, 
that the Primitive Doctrine had vanished during a term of 
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the definition occurs during the lapse of fourteen 
entire ages; and, what is yet worse, if a directly 
opposite definition is invariably propounded in 
the course of the same period: we are inevitably 
led to suspect, that any evidence, adduced from 
the first century, however distinct and definite it 
may apparently be, has, in regard to its true 
import, been misapprehended and misinterpreted. 
Thus, if the concession of Mr. Milner and the 
assertion of Mr. Knox do not, precisely and of 


fourteen centuries, and did not reappear until the day of the 
Reformation: then he himself testifies against himself; for, in 
that case, he acknowledges, that the Doctrine, which he op- 
poses, is the earliest, and therefore true; while the Doctrine, 
which he maintains, is ater, and therefore false. 

By such phraseology, however, as I collect from his attempt 
to remove Clement from the position of being his direct theolo- 
gical adversary (See below, chap. iv. § I. 3. note), he really 
means: that the doctrine of A Reliance on what Christ had 
done to satisfy Divine Justice was never heard of until the time 
of the Reformation, when it was FIRST invented by Luther for 
the unholy purpose of giving a false ease to the conscience. 

Here, then, Mr. Knox asserts a FACT. Yet, strange to say, 
the evidential substantiation of his asserted FACT rests exclu- 
sively upon the shoulders of only two witnesses, Irenéus and 
Basil, his Atlas and his Hercules: the former of whom says no-. 
thing to his purpose, while the latter testifies directly against him. 
See below, chap. iv. § VI. XJ. notes. With the exception of 
these two pretended witnesses, a scanty muster out of the long 
array of the Fathers; and, I may add, with the further excep- 
tion of Mr. Milner’s very unexpected acknowledgment,—the 
alleged FACT of Mr. Knox we are required to admit upon the 
naked worD of Mr. Knox. 
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absolute necessity, bring out the result, that the 
protestant definition of Justification is a wholly 
unauthorized novelty ; yet they obviously throw a 
somewhat unsatisfactory air of dubiousness over 
the matter; since, in reality, the only Father who 
wrote in the first century, and whose productions 
under that aspect have come down to us, is the 
apostolical Clement of Rome. 

I. I think it right, however, in order that there 
may be no misapprehension, to let Mr. Knox, in 
his own words, state his case of evidence. 

It was certainly, says he, not peculiar to the 
Roman-Catholic Divines of the day of the Refor- 
mation to represent Justification, as ad MORAL, and 
not merely d RELATIVE, Change. Mr. Milner, the 
‘ Author of the Church History, is, on this point, a 
most decisive witness: being himself as much de- 
voted t0 THE FORENSIC NOTION OF JUSTIFICATION, 
as any Roman-Catholic could be to THE MORAL 
IDEA”, And yet, from the end of the first century, 


* The Forensic Idea of Justification is excellently stated 
and defended by Bishop Bull. 

Addam aliud argumentum pro hac nostra sententia, quod 
mihi quidem insolubile videtur. 

Vox dixanty, tam apud Paulum quam apud Jacobum, idem 
plané valet quod, picOdy royifecbar, SiKasocdyvyy royilecOar, eis 
SiKasrorvyny oyilecbar: mercedem imputure, justitiam imputare, 
ad justitiam imputare. Jam imputationem notare actum Dei 
hominem justum estimantis, non justum facientis, nimis mani- 
festum est: neque id Grotius ipse negare, aut voluit, aut 
potuit. ‘Tantum contendit, aliud esse cum homo dicitur justi- 
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to the Reformation, he is, with hardly an exception, 
lamenting over the obscurity and confusion (as he 
deems it) of the Fathers of the Church. Ambrose 
is, perhaps, the only Father, who gives him any 


ficari per fidem, aliud cum dicitur fides imputari homini in jus- 
titiam. Sed contrarium cuivis patet ex cap. ad Rom. iv. 2, 
collato cum ver. 3--6; et ver. 22, collato cum ver. 23, 24, 25; 
et Jacob. ii. 21, collato cum ver. 23.— Hic adjicias locum 
illum Rom. ili. 20: Ascts e& epywv vomov od SKxawhjoeta waca 
ope évériov adtov, scilicet Dei. Ubi dsxaswtcba: sensu forensi 
sive judiciario sumi manifestum est; tum ex verbis évdmtoy 
@eod, que, 2m conspectu, judicio, estimatione, Det, significant ; 
tum ex Psalm cxliii. 2 (ad quem locum alludere Paulum, 
fatetur Grotius, et res ipsa loquitur), ubi David rigidum Dei in 
ipsum judicium humillimé deprecatur. Locus hic apprimé ob- 
servandus est, quippe ex quo claré eluceat, quid per Justifica- 
tionem voluerit Apostolus in tota ipsius de fide et operibus dis- 
putatione. Hinc, enim, ita argumentamur. Qualem Paulus 
Justificationem operibus detrahit, talem tribuit fidei. At Jus- 
tificatio, quam detrahit operibus, est forensis: qua quis, in 
judicio divino, justus pronunciatur. Ergo Justificatio, quam 
tribuit fidei, est ejusdem generis. Bull. Harmon. Apost. 
Dissert. i. c. 1. §5. See also below, Append. numb. vii. 

In the forensic rationale, I perfectly agree with Bishop Bull: 
also in his just remark, that the idea of Imputation points out 
an actof God, only reckoning a man righteous, not truly making 
him so. When I am compelled to differ from this great divine 
in my view and arrangement of Justification itself, I should 
distrust the goodness of my cause and should suspect that I had 
misapprehended the import of Scripture, if I could not sum- 
mon, as my vouchers, both Ecclesiastical Antiquity, and the 
Church of England, and all the other Reformed Churches, and 
(a host in himself, even omitting other great names) the im- 
mortal and judicious Hooker. See below, chap. vil. 
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measure of satisfaction as to language: and, of 
him, he can only say; that He sometimes uses 
the term in its proper forensic sense. He adds 
evpressly: The Fathers, in these times, com- 
monly confounded it with Sanctification: though, 
says he, in substance, they held the true doc- 
trine concerning it. Ambrose is, perhaps, more 
clear of mistake in this respect than most of 
them *. 

And again: J¢ is notorious, that the doctrinal 
views, which are insisted on by so many modern 
theologists, were, either not known, or not adverted 
to, from the close of the first century, until the age 
of the Reformation. Then, for the first time after a 
lapse of fourteen centuries, the theory of a Doc- 
TRINAL FAITH, GIVING EASE TO THE CONSCIENCE, 
THROUGH RELIANCE ON WHAT CHRIST HAD DONE 
TO SATISFY DIVINE JUSTICE, became popular, 
through the concurrent zeal, on this particular 
point, of both Luther and Calvin. The indus- 
trious and well-intentioned Milner, who, in doc- 
trinal ardour, yielded to neither reformer, after 
anxiously evamining the Greek and Latin Fathers, 
from Justin Martyr to the very last name which 
could deserve attention, acknowledges ; that The 
Doctrine of Justification, in its explicit form, had 
been lost, for many ages, to the Christian World: 


* Treatise on Justification, in the Remains of Alexander 
Knox, vol. i. p. 282, 283, 2d Edit. 
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and he laments ; that, Among all the Fathers, he 
finds no approach to the Forensic Notion of Jus- 
tification, except in Ambrose alone; of whom, 
after all, he ventures only to say, that He is per- 
haps more clear of mistake, in this respect, than 
most of them. Of Augustine, to whom, not with- 
out just reason, he has allotted one hundred and 
eighty-seven pages, he fairly states: that He per- 
petually understands St. Paul’s term to justify, of 
Inherent Righteousness ; as if, says he, it meant 
Sanctification.* 


* Treatise on the Nature of our Salvation through Christ, in 
Remains, vol. ii. p. 354, 355. Thoughit may bea sort of anti- 
cipation, I cannot refrain from stating, even thus early : that the 
assertion, here so rashly hazarded by Mr. Knox, is utterly un- 
founded. 

It 1s NOTORIOUS: that the doctrinal views, which are in- 
sisted on by so many modern theologists, were, either not known, 
or not adverted to, from the close of the first century, until the 
age of the Reformation. 

I. So speaks Mr. Knox, in implicit reliance upon the unac- 
countable acknowledgment of Mr. Milner. Had he said pre- 
cisely the reverse, he would then have spoken the truth. 

1. The constant language of the early Fathers is: that We 
are justified through Faith alone, and Nov by reason of an In- 
herent Righteousness infused into us, or, as the Roman Clement 
in the first century expresses it, NOT through the works which 
we have done in holiness of heart. 

2. Nor is this all. Bernard, the last of the Fathers, in the 
twelfth century, copying all predecessors, Augustine and Chrysos- 
tom and Athanasius and the writer to Diognetus in the fifth and 
fourth and second centuries, instead of symbolising with Mr. Knox 
(for, in truth, he seems to be absolutely unconscious even of the 


CHAP. I.] OF JUSTIFICATION. 9 


In regard to the perfect accuracy of Mr. Milner’s 
acknowledgment that Zhe Protestant Definition of 
Man’s Justification vanished at the beginning of the 


existence of any such System as that of Mr. Knox), maintains, 
with as much precision as language admits, the doctrine of 
Man’s Justification through the medium of a Reciprocity of 
Imputation ; a mutual Imputation, that is to say, of our Sins 
to Christ, and of Christ’s Righteousness to us: taking, as the 
rationale of his remotely delivered Theory, the identical 
rationale of Athanasius; that is to say, the principle, that, as 
Christ and his figurative members jointly constitute one mys- 
tical body, the virtue of the head is imparted to the mem- 
bers, and the sickness of the members is sustained by the 
head. 

3. Such, in good sooth, is the NOTORIOUSNESS, pleaded by 
Mr.'Knox, in favour of the one System, and to the disparage- 
ment of the other System! Such is the confidently alleged 
FACT, which the posthumous writings of Mr. Knox are widely 
circulating for the instruction of the English Public. 

If. When Mr. Milner describes Augustine, as perpetually 
understanding St. Paul’s term, To JUSTIFY, of Inherent Righte- 
ousness, as if it meant Sanctification: he must, I suppose, al- 
lude to such expressions of the venerable Father as those 
which speak of Justification making a man just or pious, 
instead of snffering him to remain unjust or impious. At least, I 
know not what else he can allude to: for he gives no references. 

Quod autem ait; Qui justificat impium; hoc est, ex impio 
pium facit : ut, de cetero, in ipsa pietate permaneat atque jus- 
titia ; quia ideo justificatus est, ut justus sit, non ut peccare 
sibi licere arbitretur. August. Expos. Quarund. Propos. ex 
Epist. ad Rom. Oper. vol. iv. p. 327. 

Noli przsumere de operibus ante fidem. Noveris, quia pec- 
catorem te fides invenit: et, si te fides data fecit justum, im- 
pium invenit quem faceret justum. Credenti, inquit, in eum 
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second century not to reappear until after the lapse 
of fourteen entire ages, Mr. Knox is so fully satis- 
fied, that, apparently without further investiga- 
tion, he builds upon it, as a matter which left no 
room for doubt or hesitation. Yet, surely, it were 


qui jusificat impium, deputatur fides ejus ad justitiam. Si jus- 
tificatur impius, ex impio fit justus. August. Enarr. in Psalm 
xxxi. Oper. vol. viii. p. 68. 

Many passages of this description may easily be produced 
from the writings of Augustine: but when they are viewed 
connectedly with his own explicit definitions, there is in them 
no real confounding of Justification and Sanctification. He is 
merely speaking of a Righteousness, which, as we all believe, 
follows after Justification and is the moral result of it: not of 
a Righteousness, like that in the scheme of Mr. Knox, which 
precedes Justification and effects it. 

We are his workmanship, created in Christ in good works: 
theologises the Bishop of Hippo. For man can work NO 
Righteousness, UNLESS he be first justified. The Apostle saith: 
Believing in him, who justifieth the ungodly. He begins from 
farth in order to make tt clear: that not good works, PRECEDING 
Justification, shew what man hath merited; but that good works, 
FOLLOWING AFTER Justification, shew what man hath received. 

Ipsius sumus figmentum, creati in Christi in operibus bonis. 
Justitiam enim homo NON operatur, NISI justificatus. Credens 
autem in eum, qui justificat impium. A fide incipit: ut bona 
opera, NON PRECEDENTIA quod meruit, sed CONSEQUENTIA 
quod accepit, ostendant. August. Enarr. in Psalm cx. Oper. 
vol. vili. p. 464. 

Here the holy Father clearly distinguishes, between Justifi- 
cation the Cause, and Sanctification the Effect. Justification 
precedes: Sanctification, as developed in good works, follows 
after. Nothing, I think, can be, at once more perspicuous, 
and more fatal to the speculation of Mr, Knox. 
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more prudent, if in his own person he had searched 
and examined, before, with such implicit confi- 
dence, he framed an evidential argument upon the 
acknowledgment of the pious, though not al- 
ways, quite accurate, Historian. 

II. As Mr. Knox has stated his case of testi- 
mony in his own words; so likewise he shall 
similarly propound the Doctrinal System which 
he advocates in regard to Justification. 

What I am impressed with, is: that Our being 
reckoned righteous before God always and essen- 
tially implies a substance of Righteousness PRE- 
viousLy implanted in us; and that Our Reputa- 
tive Justification zs the strict and inseparable RE- 
suLT of this previous Efficient Moral Justifi- 
cation. I mean: that The Reckoning us righteous 
indispensably PRESUPPOSES an Inward Reality of 
Righteousness, on wuicH this Reckoning is 
Sounded*. 

The Justified State itself must be, simply and 
essentially, in the judgment of the Church, a State 
of Spiritual Vitality: which, duly tended and culti- 
vated, thrives and advances ; but which, when un- 
guarded and neglected, wastes, withers, and dies. 
How completely this System sweeps away the merely 
Forensic System, leaving it neither branch nor root, 
I need say no more to illustrate. 


* Treatise on Justific. in Rem. vol. i. p. 306. 
+ Treatise on Justific. in Rem. vol.i. p. 311. 


12 THE PRIMITIVE DOCTRINE [CHAP. I. 


They who stand, in contradistinction to Those 
who are weak-hearted, and in opposition to Those 
who fall, cannot be confounded with such, as fluc- 
twate between sin and repentance, and derive all 
their comfort, not from CONSCIOUSNESS OF THE 
REDEEMER’S EFFECTUAL GRACE WITHIN THEM, but 
from ABSTRACT RELIANCE ON WHAT HE DID FOR 
THEM IN THE DAYS OF HIS FLESH. * Doubtless, the 
Church of England never loses sight of the merits 
of our blessed Saviour: but she confides in them, 
not as a substitute for internal grace, but as an 
infallible security that this grace shall be freely 
communicated to all who cordially ask it*. 

In St. Paul's sense, TO BE JUSTIFIED is not, sim- 
ply, To be accounted righteous; but also, and in 
the first instance, To be made righteous by the 
Implantation of a Radical Principle of Righteous- 
" ness T. 

L greatly suspect, that the time is not very dis- 
tant, when even Theological Creeds will be brought 
to a philosophical test, and be discarded, should 
they not stand the trial. At such a season, I own, 
I have little hope for those, who are only acquainted 
with St. Paul through the interpreting medium of 
Luther or Calvin, Dr. Owen or Mr. Romaine. 
Confident I am, they will awake, and wonder how they 

* Treatise on the Doctrine respecting Baptism. in Rem. 
vol. i. p. 516, 517. 


+ Treatise on Redemption and Salvation. in Rem. vol. ii. 
p. 60. 
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could have dreamed of MAN’S CHIEF HOPE resting on 
any ground but that MORAL ONE upon which our 
omniscient Lord himself has placed it ; Blessed are 
the pure in heart, for they shall see God: or of 
a state of favour with God existing, for one mo- 
ment, independently of moral qualification. They 
will, I doubt not, at length, discover this strange 
defect in the present favourite Systems: and, should 
no sounder System have come within their view, 
what will follow; but lapse, by masses, into So- 
cinianism or Deism*. 

Such, in his own words, is the Scheme of Doc- 
trine, which, in preference to that universally 
received by the Churches of the Reformation, Mr. 
Knox recommends for our acceptance. 

]. The System of Mr. Knox, I think, would 
not have occupied any lower position: if, on the 
one hand, he had refrained from a gratuitous mis- 
representation of the System which he opposes ; 
and if, on the other hand, he had abstained from 
hazarding, on the words of our Lord, a criti- 
cism, which possesses no charm save that of 
novelty. 

(1.) So far as I am aware, none, who hold the 
System which he opposes, deny, that a Justified 
State is a State of Spiritual Vitality ; and, so far 
as my own experience is concerned, none, save 
some small fraction of wrong-headed Antinomians 
(and, with such fanatics, if any now actually exist, 


* Treatise on Justific.in Rem. vol.i. p, 315. 
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we are not at present concerned), would ever 
dream of practically making the Merits of Christ a 
substitute for Internal Grace: but I do not dis- 
tinctly perceive what ¢his has to do with the 
real question; which simply respects THE PRO- 
CURING CAUSE OF MAN'S JUSTIFICATION, OF THE 
MERITORIOUS GROUND OF HIS ACCEPTANCE WITH 
GOD. 

(2.) In like manner, with regard to the criticism 
of Mr. Knox, our Lord, no doubt, has taught us ; 
that Blessed are the pure in heart; for they shall 
see God: but, in His thus divinely teaching us, 
I cannot discover the least intimation, that the 
chief hope or meritorious ground of our Justification 
and Acceptance is the infused purity of our 
hearts *. 

2. These, however, are merely parenthetical 
remarks: our real business is, to acquire a dis- 
tinct idea of the System which Mr. Knox has 
undertaken to patronise. 


* The System of Mr. Knox, when stripped of the eloquent 
copia verborum wherewithal he has decorated or disguised it, 
and when exhibited, as 1 am about to exhibit it, in the un- 
adorned nakedness of a drily precise Article, presents, at least 
to protestant eyes, so extraordinary an aspect, that I really 
am somewhat apprehensive lest I should be thought to carica- 
ture and distort it. Hence, in anticipation of the possibility 
of such a charge which I should be most sorry to incur, I 
think it good premissively to state: that, after the most careful 
estimate of his own words which I have been able to make ; 
those very words, in order that every one may form his own 
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(1.) Now, in acquiring such an idea, there is 
some degree of difficulty, arising from the circum- 
stance, of his not having strictly defined what he 
means by the term sustiry, but of his having left 
us to gather it rather in the way of inference and 
deduction. 

The sense of the term jsustiry, when techni- 
cally or conventionally employed in the New 
Testament as regarding the Doctrine of Justifica- 
tion, is, by the Reformed Churches, invariably, 
I believe, understood to be Zhe accouNTING a 
man righteous: so that he is forensically pro- 
nounced righteous and dealt with as if he were 
then really righteous ; though, in strictness of 
truth, he has vo righteousness of his own to plead 
in arrest of judgment *. 


judgment, having been duly extracted and honestly laid before 
the cautious reader ; I feel morally certain, if language pos- 
sesses any conventional certainty, that, in the following pages, 
I faithfully display his system in its true colours. 

In the Scheme of Mr. Knox, it is, I fear, too evident: that 
the GROUND OF OUR ACCEPTANCE WITH GOD is, not the 
Righteousness of Christ appropriated through Faith, but a 
Personally Inherent Righteousness of our own, the communica- 
tion of which to us from God is infallibly secured to us by the 
Merits of our Blessed Saviour. 

On this point, however, I invite the reader scrupulously to 
examine and carefully to decide for himself. If 1 have erred 
in my own judgment, my error, at least, has been unintentional. 

* See Syllog. Confess. pp. 51, 124, 181, 182, 252—254, 
340, 341, 374, 375. Art. Anglican. xi. Serm. of the Salvation 
of Mankind. Homil. p. 17. 
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This is the sense, unanimously ascribed to the 
term justiry by the Reformed Churches: and 
there cannot, I think, be a reasonable doubt, that 
it is the technical or conventional sense of the 
term in the doctrinal writings of the New Testa- 
ment *. 

But Mr. Knox, if I rightly understand him, 
would annex, to the simgle term sustiry, the two 
entirely distinct and essentially different senses 
of Lhe maxine righteous and The accounTING 
righteous. 

The ascription of this dowble sense to a single 
term brings out, in the arrangement of Mr. Knox, 
a most important theological result. 

Instead of our being MADE personally righteous, 
in consequence of our first being undeservedly 
ACCOUNTED righteous; the order, in his hands, 
is exactly znverted: for he pronounces, that we 
are deservedly accountTEepD righteous, in conse- 
quence of our first being mMavbE personally right- 
e0Uus. 

Our REPUTATIVE Justification, says he, 1s the 
strict and inseparable result of our previous efficient 
MORAL Justification. 

To be justified, he again remarks, 7s not, semply, 


* Mr. Newman has very excellently established this s¢ngle 
sense of the term in his Lectures on Justific. p. 70—79. With 
what consistency he has so done, is another question. See 


below, Append. numb. VI. 
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To be accounten righteous; but also, and in the 
Jjirst instance, To be MavE righteous. 

According, then, to such an arrangement, I see 
not how we can avoid the conclusion: that, Jn 
the System of Mr. Knox, the real GROUND OF OUR 
ACCEPTANCE witH Gop is our own Personal 
Righteousness. 

For, as the very notion of making the Right- 
eousness of Christ the GROUND OF OUR ACCEPT- 
ANCE witH Gop involves and implies, by logical 
necessity, that our own Personal Righteousness is 
not the GROUND OF OUR ACCEPTANCE: SO Ccon- 
versely, the very notion of making our own Per- 
sonal Righteousness the GROUND OF OUR ACCEPT- 
ANCE WITH Gop involves and implies, by a similar 
logical necessity, that the GROUND OF SUCH ACc- 
CEPTANCE Is not the Righteousness of Christ. 

We easily and readily form an idea of INsTRU- 
MENTALITY : and, thence, we perfectly under- 
stand our own meaning, when we say; that We 
are justified instrumentally through Faith, or that 
faith is the instrument through which we receive 
and appropriate our Justification. 

But, however, in common parlance, we may 
speak of various concurrent GROUNDS in matters 
secular : we shall find it, I think, well nigh im- 
possible, consistently, to form a clear idea of any 
thing beyond a single Grounp of acceptance with 
the inflexibly just and absolutely pure Majesty 
of Heaven. 
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In full agreement with this position, Mr. Knox, 
very evidently, theologises. | 

ft is a dream, he tells us, that man’s CHIEF 
HOPE Should rest on any ground but a MORAL 
ONE. 

Perhaps, at the first blush, we might think : 
that, since the adjective chief is attached to the 
substantive hope, Mr. Knox was disposed to 
associate something else, even the Righteousness 
of Christ, with the personally MoraL Grounp of 
our acceptance ; reserving only to such MoRAL 
GRouUND the dignity and privilege of being deemed 
man’s CHIEF HOPE. 

So we might think: but, as Mr. Knox care- 
fully explains himself, we shall find ourselves 
mistaken. 

He calls m, no doubt, the MJerits of our Blessed 
Saviour: but then he professes to confide in them, 
not aS THE GROUND OF OUR ACCEPTANCE WITH 
Gop, but purely as an infallible security that the 
enternal grace of Personal Holiness shall be freely 
communicated to all who cordially ask it. The 
merits of Christ secure to us the benefits of being 
MADE righteous: and the Personal Righteousness, 
thus secured to us, IS THE TRUE GROUND OF OUR 
ACCEPTANCE witH Gop. 

This view of the matter he would fain ascribe 
to the Church of England. Whatever we may 
think of such ascription, the view, at all events, is, 
most indisputably, hes own view. 
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(2.) Having premised these observations, I 
shall now combine together, in the severe form 
of a Doctrinal Article, the several scattered pas- 
sages which have been extracted from three of 
his published Treatises. To the best of my judg- 
ment, such a combination will bring out the fol- 
lowing result. 

We are justified, IN REGARD TO THE GROUND 
OF OUR ACCEPTANCE WITH Gop, not by the Right- 
eousness of Christ, which, relatively to ourselves, 
ws Hevtrinsic and Non-Inherent, but by our own 
Righteousness which is Intrinsic and Inherent. 
Nevertheless, this our own Inherent Righteousness 
ws not acquired by the mere efforts of Unassisted 
Nature: but, on the contrary, tt is infused into us 
by God, through the appointed medium of our 
Faith in Christ ; the ecumenical office of the Saviour 
being, not by his own Merits to procure our accept- 
ance with God in the quality of undeserving and 
Sreely pardoned sinners, but only to purchase and 
infallibly secure to us a free communication of 
Personal Righteousness which constitutes the only 
safe GROUND of that our acceptance. Accordingly, 
when this Personal Righteousness has been infused 
or communicated, its effect is such, that, through 
its agency, we are not merely ACCOUNTED right- 
eous forensically or imputatively; but are MADE 
righteous actually and really: for our REPUTATIVE 
Justification is only the result of our previous 
MORAL Justification, and the RECKONING us right- 

C.2 
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cous indispensably presupposes an inward REALITY 
of Righteousness on which this RECKONING is 
Sounded: so that a Personal and Inherent Right- 
eousness divinely infused into us through Faith and 
infallibly secured to us by the Merits of Christ, 
and not the relatively Extrinsic Righteousness of 
Christ appropriated by the hand of Faith, is the 
true GROUND of our acceptance or the real operative 
cAusE of our Justification before God, and thence 
ultimately, unless our Justified State should be 
suffered to wither and die, of our eternal Salvation 
also. Thus, in fine, we are justified and accepted 
with God, not by what Christ has done for us ev- 
ternally, but by what he has wrought in us inter- 
nally. or our chief hope and comfort must be 
derived, not from an abstract reliance on what 
Christ did for us in the days of his flesh, but from 
a consciousness of the Redeemer’s effectual grace 
within us after that he has ascended to glory. 

III. This, if I mistake not, is the System of 
Mr. Knox. It will, however, stand out more 
clearly upon the canvass, if the System, which 
he professedly opposes, be similarly exhibited : 
and, indeed, to a discussion like the present, an 
exhibition of that System, which, in truth, is no 
other than the System both of the Church of 
England and of all the other Churches of the 
Reformation, is essentially necessary. 

The System, then, which Mr. Knox opposes 
and rejects, when thrown, as I have already 


CHAP. I.| OF JUSTIFICATION. 21 


thrown that of Mr. Knox, into the form of an 
Article, will appear as follows: 

We are justified, IN REGARD TO THE GROUND 
OF OUR ACCEPTANCE witH Gop; not by our own 
Intrinsic or Inherent Righteousness, but by the 
Perfect Righteousness of Christ, which, relatively 
to ourselves, is Extrinsic or Non-inherent: and 
the instrument, through which the Perfect Right- 
cousness of Christ is apprehended or appropriated, 
is Faith. Nevertheless, Christ's Righteousness of 
Justification is always followed by our own Right-— 
eousness of Sanctification : so that the infused 
Righteousness of Sanctification is ever present with 
those who are truly justified, though, in regard to 
the GrounD of their aaceptance with God, it has 
no hand in procuring or effecting their Justification. 

1. The brief Article, thus propounded, is, I 
trust, sufficiently distinct and intelligible. Yet, 
since perspicuity and precision are matters of 
prime importance in a theological discussion, we 
may, for its further developement, beneficially 
offer some few additional observations. 

(1.) Whenever, either by Romanist or by 
Protestant, the subject now before us is handled, 
it will tend greatly to keep our ideas clear, if we 
carefully throughout bear in mind: that Scriptural 
Justification, properly and essentially, respects 
THE GROUND OF OUR ACCEPTANCE WITH Gop. 

Thus, when a person is said to be justified 
on account of the Merits of Christ: the ideality 
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of the statement is, that the Merits of Christ 
are THE GROUND OF HIS ACCEPTANCE WITH 
Gop. 

And thus, if a person be said to be justified on 
account of the Righteousness of his Works, \et 
that Righteousness and those Works be of what 
description and origin they may: the ideality of 
the statement is, that the Highteousness of his 
Works is THE GROUND OF HIS ACCEPTANCE WITH 
Gop. 

Other statements may, perhaps, by a perverse 
ingenuity, be evaded or explained away: but 
1 much incline to think, that this statement, 
from its very simplicity, may bid defiance to 
every attempt at puzzlement and mystification. 

(2.) Bearing, then, this statement resolutely 
and constantly in mind, the diligent inquirer after 
truth may note: that, in the progress of a chris- 
tian man, from his original Justification to his 
final salvation, three several States or Condi- 
tions of Righteousness successively appertain to 
him *. 

First, in order, comes the Forensic Righteous- 


* There is a Glorifying Righteousness of men in the world 
to come: as there is a Justifying Righteousness and a Sanc- 
tifying Righteousness here. The Righteousness, wherewith 
we shall be clothed in the world to come, is both Perfect and 
Inherent. That, whereby we are justified, is Perfect but not 
Inherent. That, whereby we are sanctified, is Inherent but 
not Perfect. Hooker's Disc. of Justific. § 3. 
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ness of Justification: a Righteousness, reputatively 
made his, through Faith, and on account of the 
Perfect Meritoriousness of Christ. 

Next, in order, comes the Inherent Righteous- 
ness of Sanctification: a Righteousness, infused 
into him by the Holy Spirit after he has been 
justified. 

And last, in order, comes the Complete Right- 
eousness of Glorification: a Righteousness, ac- 
quired by him, when his corruptible puts on 
incorruption, and when his mortal puts on immor- 
tality.* 

The first Righteousness, being the Righteous- 
ness of Christ, is perfect, but not inherent. 


* Of these three Forms of Righteousness it may be usefully 
observed : that the first gives us our RIGHT to heaven, while the 
second and third progressively give us our QUALIFICATION for 
heaven. 

Save on the ground of the Expiatory Sacrifice, and Perfect 
Righteousness of Christ our Saviour both God and man, we 
assuredly can prefer no CLAIM to everlasting felicity: but still, 
since, on moral grounds, it is impossible for the natural man to 
enter into heaven, because heaven itself would be no heaven to 
those who had not been sanctified by the Spirit; there must 
also, for that purpose, in addition to a well-established claim, 
be, what the Apostle calls, a MEETNEsS to partake of the in- 
heritance of the saints in light. 

These two, the RIGHT and the QUALIFICATION, must be ever 
conjoined in practice and ever disjoined in office. 

When the Church of England denies to the Inherent Right- 
eousness of Sanctification the office of justifying, she no more 
undervalues it in its proper place, and no more decries a holy 
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The second Righteousness, being the subse- 
quently infused Righteousness of a justified chris- 
tian man, is inherent, but not perfect. 

The third Righteousness, being the acquired 
Righteousness of a departed christian man in his 
glorified state hereafter, is both perfect and in- 
herent. 

(3.) Now the advocates of this System, which 
our Anglican Reformers propounded and which 
the judicious Hooker inculcated, but which the 
Church of Rome anathematises and which Mr. 
Knox opposes as an unphilosophical dream, con- 
tend: that these three Forms of Righteousness, 
being in order successive to each other, and being 
in office different from each other, ought never to 
be confounded together. 

Therefore, when Mr. Knox would make the 
second Form of Righteousness, or the Righteous- 
ness of Sanctification, discharge the allotted func- 
tion of the first Form of Righteousness, or the 
Righteousness of Justification ; thus palpably mis- 
taking Justification which is extrinsic, for Sancti- 


and ‘religious life as a requisite qualification for heaven: than a 
man could be said to undervalue and decry an article of rai- 
ment as a matter quite unessential, because he strenuously, 
and perhaps not unreasonably, denied to it the office of nourish- 
ing. 

It is truly marvellous, what difficulty some persons seem 
to have in understanding this very plain and very simple 
matter. 
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fication which is intrinsic; the advocates of the 
System, which he reprobates, cannot but, with 
their views, conceive him, however well-inten- 
tioned and however honestly alive to the cause of 
religious truth, to have unhappily laboured under 
a complete confusion of theological ideas. 

This reprobated System ; the System, no doubt, 
of the Reformation, whether it were a novelty or 
whether it were an ancient truth revived: this 
reprobated System is that, which we are invited 
to relinquish in favour of the somewhat perplexed 
speculations of Mr. Knox. 

2. The System itself I have stated with what 
perspicuity I can command: but it may be proper 
yet additionally to remark, that many excellent 
and able men would append to it an adjunct, 
which, in reality, is not so much a Doctrine in the 
legitimate sense of the word, as the alleged Ra- 
tionalé or speculative Principle of a Doctrine. 
The adjunct in question is the supposition: that, 
In respect to the process of the Divine Mind, our 
Justification is effected ; not only FORENSICALLY, 27 
general; but also, in particular, by THE SPECIFI- 
CALLY FORENSIC IMPUTATION OF CHRIST'S PER- 
FECT RIGHTEOUSNESS TO THE INDIVIDUAL WHOM 
HE JUSTIFIES. 

Now the Rationale before us may be well- 
founded ; or it may be ill-founded: it may, as 
some think, be fairly deduced from Scripture ; or, 
as others think, it is incapable of being substan- 
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tiated by any such elaboration. But this is nothin 

to the real question. The truth of the Doctrine, 
opposed by Mr. Knox, depends not upon the cor- 
rectness of its appended Rationale. If the Doc- 
trine, that, In regard to the GROUND of our accep- 
tance with God, we are justified, through Faith, on 
account of the alone Perfect Righteousness of 
Christ, and not in any wise on account of our own 
Inherent or Implanted Righteousness of Sanctifica- 
tion, be the mind of Scripture: then that impor- 
tant fact will remain precisely the same, whether 
the idea of an imputation of Christ’s Righteous- 
ness to the justified believer be, or be not, the 
correct Rationale or true speculative Principle of 
the mode wherein Christ’s Righteousness operates 
to man’s Justification. I[ think it highly probable, 
that such zs the correct Rationale: but this, at 
least, is certain, that no where in Scripture is 
Christ’s Righteousness explicitly said to be im- 
puted to the believer. We are told, indeed, that 
Faith in Christ’s Righteousness is imputed to us 
for righteousness: we are further told, that, to the 
believer, God imputeth righteousness without 
works: we are moreover told, that of God, Christ 
is made unto us righteousness: we are additionally 
told, that, through the medium of Christ’s being 
made sin or a sin-offering for us, we are made the 
righteousness of God in him: and we are finally 
told, that the Righteous Branch of David, or 
Christ the promised Redeemer, shall be called 
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Jehovah our Righteousness *. Yet we are never 
told, at least, explicitly, that the Righteousness 
of Christ is zmputed to us. Some great names in 
antiquity, as well as other great names in modern 
times, have maintained the Rationalé before us: 
but it ought, I conceive, never to be laid down 
as an Article of Faith, inasmuch as all are not 
equally convinced that it can be established by 
a legitimate deduction from the language of Holy 
Scripture {. 


This distinction, between a Doctrine and the 
Rationale of a Doctrine, must be carefully borne 


* Rom.iv. 5,6,9,11. 1 Corinth. i. 30. 2 Corinth. v. 21 
Jerem. xxiii. 5, 6. 

+ I may say, however, that, in the way of perfectly fair 
and intelligible deduction, it is almost impossible to avoid 
bringing out The Imputation of Christ's Perfect Righteousness 
to his Redeemed People, as the true rationalé of their Justifi- 
cation before God. 

I. The argument runs to the following effect. 

1. If God, (and unless this be the meaning of such remark- 
able expressions as those, which speak of Christ beng OUR 
Righteousness or of Christ being made Righteousness unto US 
or of Christ being made the end of the law for Righteousness 
to EVERY BELIEVER; it is hard to say, what precise idea we 
can annex to them): if God, I say, accepts the Perfect Right- 
eousness of Christ in the place of our Imperfect Righteous- 
ness; or, in other words, if, on our behalf, God’s Perfect 
Justice is satisfied by the Perfect Righteousness of Christ, 
when, plainly, in consistence with the divine attribute of 
Perfection, by our. Imperfect Righteousness it never could be 
satisfied : then, if we speak forensically as of the payment of 
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in mind. The Doctrine opposed by Mr. Knox, 
not its occasionally alleged Rationale, alone 
legitimately enters into such a Discussion as the 
present. 


a debt by our surety, the Perfect Righteousness of Christ 
must, in the divine reckoning, be placed to our account ; and, 
when we say that it is placed by God to our account, we only 
say, in different words, that it is imputed to us. 

2. The same result is also produced by the principle of 
Homogeneous Correlativeness. 

That our sins are imputed to Christ, is distinctly shewn by 
the whole machinery (if I may so speak) of his sufferings. 

This machinery is palpably borrowed from the case of those 
victims under the Law, which were types of Christ the true 
victim that could alone make a real satisfaction and atonement 
to the Father. 

Now, under the law, in the act of devotement, the sacrificer 
was to lay his hands upon the head of the victim ; and, by this 
significant act, was to put all the iniquities of the children of 
Israel and all their transgressions in all their sins upon the 
head of the animal sacrificed, which thus, in its death, bare 
their sins in its own body. See Levit. i. 4; ili. 2; iv. 22—35; 
Xvi. 21, 22. Hence, in Hebrew, which is eminently a language 
of idealism, the same word is employed to denote alike Sin 
and An Offering for Sin. 

But the whole of this phraseology, and consequently the 
whole of this machinery, is applied to Christ, both propheti- 
cally under the Law, and descriptively under the Gospel. 

In the annunciations of Prophecy, he hath BORNE our griefs 
and CARRIED our sorrows: he was wounded for our transgres- 
sions: the chastisement of our peace was UPON him: the 
Lord HATH LAID ON HIM the iniquity of us all: he was 
brought As A LAMB to the slaughter. Isaiah lit, 4—7. 

In the declarations of the Gospel, he his own self BARE our 
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IV. The statements, both of Mr. Milner and 
of Mr. Knox, alike bring the matter to a quzs- 
TION OF FACT: the question, namely; Whether 


sins in his own body on the tree: he, who knew no sin, was 
of God MADE TO BE sin or a sin-offering for us: he hath 
redeemed us from the curse of the Law, BEING MADE a curse 
for us; and this, as the whole context of the passage shews, 
in the process of our Justification : and he is characterized as 
the Lams of God, which TAKETH AWAY, or which BEARETH 
AS A BURDEN, the sin of the world. 1 Peter ii. 24. 2 Cor. 
v.21. Galat. 11.13. Johni. 29. 

Such language is too plain to be misapprehended : and it 
indisputably proves, that our sins are imputed to Christ. But, 
if our sins be imputed to Christ, the principle of Correlative- 
ness seems obviously to require, that Christ’s Righteousness 
should be reciprocally imputed to us. 

And such, apparently, is the idea intended to be conveyed 
by the celebrated text to the Corinthians: God made him, who 
knew no sin, to be sin for us; that we might be made the right- 
eousness of God in him. 2 Corinth. v. 21. If the first portion 
of this text describes the imputation of our sins to Christ : 
the second portion, according to the plain requisition of Corre- 
lativeness, will import, that Christ’s Righteousness is imputed 
tous. Undoubtedly, no such assertion is made in so many 
words : but the very matter, one might well think, is expressed 
by the phrase IN HIM. The consequence of the imputation 
of our sins to Christ is, that we are made IN HIM the Right- 
eousness of God. In our Justification, we are made, under 
some aspect or other, so righteous, that the very Justice of 
God himself is satisfied : but then we are made ¢hus righteous, 
not IN OURSELVES, but IN CHRIST. Now, if we are made 
thus righteous only IN CHRIST, and thence if we are not made 
thus righteous IN OURSELVES : it certainly is hard to say, how 
we can thus be made righteous with a righteousness which is 
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the Protestant Doctrine of Justification was, or 
was not received by, and handed down from, the 
Primitive Church ? 


not IN OURSELVES, save by the imputation to us of Christ’s 
Perfect Righteousness. 

3. I have thought it right to give the reasoning, upon which, 
I suppose, the maintainers of Reciprocal Imputation ground 
their belief. It isso powerful, that, in my judgment, it touches 
the highest point of probability. But still I think, that the 
several writers of the Helvetic Confession and the Belgic Con- 
fession and the Westminister Confession would have done 
better in not propounding it as an Article of Faith. 

II. Bishop Bull strongly opposes the adopting of the /mpu- 
tation of Christ’s Righteousness to us as the true rationale or 
principle of the doctrine of Justification ; or rather, perhaps, I 
ought to say, strongly opposes its possible antinomian abuse : 
for, though he dislikes, as unscriptural (which, no doubt, it is), 
the phrase Imputation of Christ’s Righteousness; yet he de- 
scribes himself as unwilling to quarrel with those who use it 
innocently, provided (wherein I quite agree with him) they do 
not enforce its use upon others. See Exam. Censur. Respons. 
ad Animadvers. xi. 

Having mentioned the Bishop, I may be pardoned in noticing 
a small mistake into which he has fallen. 

Among the different Protestant Confessions, in which, as he 
expresses it, we cannot find so much as a yo relative to the 
Imputation of Christ’s Righteousness, he specifies the Belgic. 
Ibid. § 2. 

This is a mistake: for, as I have stated above, the Belgic 
Confession distinctly asserts such Imputation to be the true 
rationale of Justification. 

Merito, egitur, jureque dicimus, cum D. Paulo. Nos sola fide 
Jjustificari, seu fide absque operibus legis, Czterum, proprié 
Joquendo, nequaquam intelligimus, ipsam fidem, per se seu ex 
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Hence, of necessity, so far as the question of 
fact is concerned, the Discussion assumes an his- 
torical form. When that question is disposed of, 


se, nos justificare: ut que sit, duntaxat, veluti instrumentum, 
quo Christum, justitiam nostram apprehendimus. Christus, 
igitur, ipse est nostra justitia, QUI OMNIA SUA MERITA NOBIS 
IMPUTAT : fides vero est instrumentum, quo illi, in societatem 
seu communionem omnium bonorum ipsius, copulamur, atque 
in ea retinemur; adeo ut illa omnia, nostra effecta, plus quam 
satis nobis sint ad nostri absolutionem a peccatis. Confess. 
Belgic. § xxii. in Syllog. Confess. p. 340. Oxon. 1827. 

Tif. I may subjoin, that Bishop Beveridge, certainly no 
inconsiderable man, is an advocate for the rationale, which 
would explain the process of our Justification on the principle 
of an Imputation to us of Christ’s perfect Righteousness. 

By this merit of Christ it is, that we are accounted righteous 
before God: where we may take notice by the way, how our 
being justified is here expressed, by our being accounted righ- 
teous, and not by our being made righteous. For it is, not 
BY THE INHESION OF GRACE IN US, but BY THE IMPUTATION 
OF RIGHTEOUSNESS TO US, that we are justified: as it is, not 
by the imputation of Righteousness to us, but by the inhesion of 
grace in us, that we are sanctified. How was Christ made sin 
for us? Not by our sins inherent in him: that is horrid blas- 
phemy: but by our sins imputed to him; that is true divinity. 
And, as he was made sin for us, not by the inhesion of our sins 
in him, but by the imputation of our sins to him: so are we made 
the Righteouuness of God in him, BY THE IMPUTATION OF 
HIS RIGHTEOUSNESS TO US, not by the inhesion of his Righte- 
ousnessin us. Beveridge on Art. xi. 

The approbation of such a man as Beveridge, associated 
(as we shall presently find) with the ancient approbation of 
the primeval writer to Diognetus and of Chrysostom and of 
Athanasius and of Augustine and of Bernard, may at least 
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we may then beneficially consider the claim pre- 
ferred by Mr. Knox to the Doctrinal Sanction of 
St. Paul *. 


vindicate, from perhaps sometimes ignorant contempt, the 
principle of Reciprocal Imputation. At all events, the beauti- 
ful clearness of his distinction, between the Righteousness of 
Justification and the Righteousness of Sanctification; a dis- 
tinction, in the very spirit and manner of Hooker: may well 
serve to shew the broadly marked and essential difference, 
between the theology of Mr. Knox, and the theology of the 
Church of England. 

To be justified, says Mr. Knox, 1s to be made righteous by 
the Implantation of a Radical Principle of Righteousness. 

To be justified, replies Bishop Beveridge, Is NoT to be made 
righteous by the Infusion of Grace in us. 

To be justified, says Bishop Beveridge, 1s to be accounted 
righteous by the Imputation of Righteousness to us. 

To be justified, replies Mr. Knox, Is NoT simply to be 
accounted righteous, but actually to be made righteous by the 
Implantation of Righteousness in us. 

No two Systems, it is submitted, can be more radically 
different. They stand the very antipodes to each other. 

* See below, chap. iv, v, viii. 


CHAPTER II. 


THE DOCTRINE OF JUSTIFICATION AS DEFINED BY 
THE CHURCH OF ROME. 


In prosecuting such a discussion as the present, it 
is of some importance to ascertain the Doctrine, 
which the Church of Rome lays down and defines 
to be the true Scriptural Doctrine of Justification. 
For, since she asserts, that the Catholic Church, 
receiving it from the Apostles, has ever, through 
the suggestion of the Holy Spirit, retained it; she 
asserts, most clearly, AN HISTORICAL FacT: and, 
since she thus asserts AN HISTORICAL FACT; She, 
no less clearly, subjects her decision to the pro- 
cess of examination upon evidence. 

It is true, indeed, that she claims to be infallible 
in the propounding of poctrines: but then, as | 
have always understood the matter, she disclaims 
any pretence to infallibility in regard to Facts *. 


* The matter is thus laid down by Mr. Berington. 

The Pastors of the Church, who are the body representative 
either dispersed or convened in Council, have received no com- 
mission from Christ to frame new articles of FAITH, these being 


D 
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Hence, to take her on her own principles, if, 
in an insulated form, and by her mere indepen- 
dent authority, she barely and nakedly propounds 
A DOCTRINE: we are then bound to receive such 
doctrine, as infallibly true. But, if she com- 
plexly propounds a doctrine, avowing it to be true 


solely divine revelations : but to explain only and to define to 
the faithful, what anciently was and is received and retained 
as of faith in the Church, when debates and controversies arise 
about them. These definitions, in matters of FAITH only, 
and proposed as such, oblige all the faithful to a submission 
of judgment. Berington’s Faith of Catholics. Propos. x. 
p- 145. 

It is no article of Catholic Faith, that The Church cannot 
err, either in matters of FACT or of Discipline, things alterable 
by the circumstances of time and place, or in matters of specu- 
lation or civil policy, depending on mere humax judgment or 
testimony. These things are no revelations deposited in the 
Church, in regard of which alone she has the promised assist- 
ance of the Holy Spirit. Ibid. Propos. xi. pp. 154, 155. 

From the matters of fact, wherein it is admitted that the 
Church may err, are excepted what are called Dogmatical 
Facts: by which we are to understand, I suppose, such facts, 
as that Christ was the author of the Christian Religion, that 
He suffered death upon the cross, that He rose again from the 
dead, and the like. Now the alleged fact, that The Catholic 
Church received and perpetually maintained the tridentine defi- 
nition of the Doctrine of Justification, cannot, I submit, be 
classed with Dogmatical Facts. It is obviously a fact, which 
can only be substantiated by historical evidence. Therefore, 
if the alleged fact be incapable of such a substantiation, the 
article of faith professedly built upon the fact must inevitably 
fall to the ground. See Berington’s Faith of Catholics, p. xlvi. 
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on the ground of its resting“upon a FACT: we are 
then, still taking her on her own principles, in no 
wise bound to receive the proposition as infallibly 
exhibiting the truth, until the Facr, upon which 
it is made to rest, shall have been evidentially 
substantiated. 

Thus, in the present case, since the Church of 
Rome complexly propounds her view of the Doc- 
trine of Justification on the well-defined ground, 
that The same view has been perpetually taken of it 
by the Church Catholic from the very time of the 
Apostles ; she clearly makes her doctrinal defini- 
tion to-rest upon AN ALLEGED HISTORICAL FACT: 
and, since she claims no infallibility in regard to 
FACTS ; it is manifest, that, even on her own 
principles, her definition of the Doctrine of Justi- 
fication? must not be held infallibly true, until 
the Fact, upon which it professedly reposes shall 
have been evidentially substantiated *. 

It is of importance, therefore, to ascertain the 
romish definition, in order that, by an investi- 
gation of Facts, we may judge of its truth or 
falsehood. 


* JT subjoin the FAcT of the Tridentines in their own words. 

Sacrosancta cecumenica et generalis Tridentina Synodus— 
exponere intendit, omnibus Christi fidelibus, veram sanamque 
doctrinam ipsius Justificationis, quam Sol justitiz Christus 
Jesus docuit, Apostoli tradiderunt, et Catholica Ecclesia, 
Spiritu Sancto suggerente, perpetuo retinuit. Concil. Trident. 
sess. VI. procem. p. 43. 

eo 
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I. The exposition of the Tridentine Fathers, 
assembled in their sixth session, runs through six- 
teen chapters: and so extreme is its verboseness 
and so perplexing is its incessant alternation, that 
we might be somewhat puzzled to form a distinct 
idea of their views in respect to Justification, if 
the last of those chapters had not given us, in the 
shape of an Article or Summary, the result of their 
prolix theologising. | 

Omitting, then, the discussion upon which their 
definition is built, I shall proceed immediately to 
the definition itself. 

Jesus Christ, as the head into the members and as 
the vine into the branches, perpetually causes his 
virtue to flow into the justified. 

This virtue always precedes and accompanies and 
follows their good works ; so that without it such 
works could, in no wise, be acceptable to God and 
bear the character of meritoriousness. 

Hence we must believe: that, to the justified 
themselves, nothing more is wanting, which needs to 
prevent us from thinking : both that they have satis- 
fred the Divine Law, according to the state of this 
life, by those works which are performed in God ; 
and also that, In their own time, provided they de- 
part in grace, they truly merit the attainment of 
eternal life.— 

Thus, neither our own proper Righteousness is so 
determined to be our own, as if it were from our- 
selves: nor is the Righteousness of God either un- 
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known or rejected. For that which is called Our 
Righteousness, because, through it being inherent in 
us, we are justified: that same is the Righteousness 
of God, because it is infused into us by God through 
the Merit of Christ.— 

Far, however, be it from a christian man, that he 
should either trust or glory in himself, and not in the 
Lord: whose goodness to all men is so great, that, 
what are truly his gifts, he willeth to be estimated 
as their merits*. 

This Summary, I think, goes far to remove any 
danger of misapprehension as to what is the real 
System of the Church of Rome. 

Man, according to the professed ecumenical 


* Cum ille ipse Christus Jesus, tanquam caput in membra, et 
tanquam vitis in palmites, in ipsos justificatos jugiter virtutem 
influat ; quz virtus bona eorum opera semper antecedit et comi- 
tatur et subsequitur, et sine qua nullo pacto Deo grata et meri- 
toria esse possent ; nihil ipsis justificatis amplius deesse creden- 
dum est, quo minus plené illis quidem operibus, quz in Deo 
sunt facta, divine legi pro hujus vitz statu satisfecisse, et vitam 
zeternam suo etiam tempore, si tamen in gratia decesserint, con- 
sequendam, vere promeruisse censeantur.— 

Ita, neque propria nostra justitia, tanquam ex nobis, propria 
statuitur: neque ignoratur aut repudiatur justitia Dei. Quz 
enim justitia nostra dicitur, quia per eam nobis inherentem jus- 
tificamur : illa eadem Dei est, quia a Deo nobis infunditur per 
Christi meritum.— 

Absit, tamen, ut christianus homo in seipso vel confidat vel 
glorietur, et nonin Domino: cujus tanta est erga omnes homines 
bonitas, ut eorum velit esse merita, que sunt ipsius dona 
Concil. Trident. sess. vi. c. 16. p. 54. 
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decision of the Tridentines, can satisfy the Divine 
Law, even in this Life, by those works which are 
performed in God. Consequently, he is entitled 
to make those works THE GROUND OF HIS ACCEP- 
TANCE WITH GOD, in the matter of his Justifica- 
tion. Such being the case, he is justified and 
accepted, not on the Grounp of any Jmputation 
of Righteousness to him, nor yet on the GrounpD 
of any Imputation of Faith to him in the place of 
Righteousness (though each of these imputations 
is insisted upon by St. Paul*): but the true 
and only crounp of his Justification and Accep- 
tance is the Actuality of his own inherent Righte- 
ousness through which he can perform actions 
sufficient to satisfy the utmost strictness of the 
Divine Law. Still, however, according to the 
same Tridentines, this Inherent Righteousness, 
though in one sense man’s own Righteousness : 
yet, inasmuch as it is infused into him by God 
during the process of his Justification, and is ac- 
quired by himself through Faith in the procuring 
Merits of Christ, is not strictly his own, but is 
really a Righteousness of which God is the sole 
original author and proprietor. 

Such, so far as the Justification and Accept- 
ance of man before God is concerned, is the Doc- 
trinal System of the Church of Rome: and, if, 
between this System and the System of Mr. Knox, 


* Rom. iv. 5, 6. 
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any difference exists, I confess myself unable to 
detect it. To my own apprehension, the two 
Systems appear strictly identical. 

IJ. On the definition proposed by the Roman 
Church it may be useful to offer a few remarks. 

The Inherent Righteousness, whereby it asserts 
us to be justified and accepted, it clearly makes to 
be as much and as really our own, as our hands or 
our feet or our intellect. 

In absolute strictness of speech, we have no- 
thing, that we can call our own: nothing, that is 
to say, of our own independent procurement. Our 
hands and our feet and our intellect are quite as 
much given to us by God, as our inherently in- 
fused Righteousness: and thence, if our inhe- 
rently infused Righteousness, though in one sense 
our own, ought properly to be deemed and styled 
the Righteousness of God; our hands and our 
feet and our intellect, though in one sense our 
own, ought properly to be deemed and styled the 
hands and the feet and the intellect of God. We 
possess nothing, which we have not received : and 
neither our hands nor our feet nor our intellect 
nor our inherent Righteousness are our own zde- 
pendently acquired property. God is the ultimate 
lord and proprietor of them all alike, inasmuch as 
they are all derived and communicated from him : 
so that, although, in common catachrestical par- 
lance, we may speak of them as our hands and our 
feet and our intellect and our inherent Righteous- 
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ness; they are really and correctly fis hands 
and fis feet and his intellect and his inherent 
Righteousness *. 

If, then, we follow Mr. Knox and the Church 
of Rome, we must believe: not (as the Apostle 
says |) that God justifies the ungodly man who 
worketh not but believeth, by imputing to him his 
faith for Righteousness, and thus by imputing to 
him Righteousness without works ; but (as our 
new guides speak) that Zhe inherently righteous 
are justified by their own inherent Righteousness, 
which, through their faith, is infused into them by 
God, and which, thence, is ultimately and properly 
God's Righteousness. 


* See above, on this subject, Preface § II. 3. (2.) note. 

+ TS 8 wy epyalouerw, aiarevovts d€ eal toy dSixasodyta roy 
aTEBH, AoyiCerar  wlotis atrod cic Sikasocryyy’ Kabamep Kat Aavid 
Reyer Tov paKkapiopoy Tod avOpsmov, @ 6 Deas AoyiCerar SUKasocdyyy 
xepis epywy. Rom. iv. 5, 6. 

Ei vero, qui non operatur, credenti autem in eum qui jus- 
tificat impium, reputatur fides ejus ad justitiam secundum 
propositum gratiz Dei: sicut et David dicit beatitudinem 
hominis, cui Deus accepto fert justitiam sine operibus. Vulgate 
Latin. 

But to him that worketh not, but believeth on him that 
Justifieth the ungodly, his faith is counted for righteousness : 
even as David also describeth the blessedness of the man, unto 
whom God imputeth righteousness without works. Common 
English. 

’ + Those remarkable divines, the Fathers of the Council of 
Trent, with one breath, disclaim glorying, and claim merit. 
Absit tamen, ut christianus homo in seipso vel confidat vel 


CHAP. II. | OF JUSTIFICATION. 4] 


1. Lest, in thus exhibiting the Romish Scheme 
of Justification, I should, by the unsuspicious Pro- 
testant of the present day, be thought guilty of 


glorietur, et non in Domino: cujus tanta est erga omnes homi- 
nes bonitas, ut eorum velit esse merita que sunt ipsius dona. 
Concil. Trident. sess. vi. c. 16. p. 54. 

How a man can at once demand heaven on the score of his 
own merit, and yet neither glory nor put any confidence in him- 
self, I must frankly confess, passes my own comprehension. 
The very act of claiming heaven on the score of our own merit 
involves of plain necessity, the idea of confidence in ourselves : 
and, morally to disjoin from this idea a sense or feeling of self- 
glorification is impossible. 

As for the Tridentines saying, that glorying is excluded be- 
cause our alleged merits are ultimately God’s gifts, and because 
his goodness alone permits us to esteem his gifts as our merits: 
this is a mere childish attempt to evade a consciously inevitable 
result, Every thing, that we have, is ult¢mately the gift of 
God. But this circumstance, which all will readily acknow- 
ledge, does not shut out the sense of confidence and glorying in 
what we feel and know to be our own. Hence a man will not 
the less glory in his alleged merits because he is told that they 
are God’s gifts, than he will glory in his intellect or in his 
strength because he knows full well that he has received them 
from God. If once he is persuaded that his good deeds are his 
own merits, he will glory in them just as much as in his bodily 
strength or in his mental powers: and the circumstance of his 
being told, that his merits are God’s gifts, will no more pre- 
vent his glorying in them, than the circumstance of his being 
told, that his strength or his intellect is the gift of God, will 
prevent a similar glorying in his strength or in his intellect. 
The moment a man is assured that he possesses merit and that 
his good deeds deserve heaven, a sense of glorying and confidence 
follows just as inevitably, as effect follows cause. 
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misrepresentation, I subjoin the development of it 
as given by that singularly clear-headed and right- 
minded man the judicious and inimitable Richard 
Hooker. 

When they are required to shew, What the Right- 
eousness 1s whereby a christian man is justified, they 
answer: that It ts a divine spiritual quality ; which 
quality, received into the soul, doth, first, make it to 
be one of them who are born of God ; and, secondly, 
endue it with power to bring forth such works as they 
do that are born of him: even as the soul of man, 
being joined to his body, doth, first, make him to be 
of the number of reasonable creatures: and, secondly, 
enable him to perform the natural functions which 
are proper to his kind: that it maketh the soul 
amiable and gracious in the sight of God, in regard 
whereof it 1s termed Grace ; that it purgeth, puri- 


Seth, and washeth out, all the stains and pollutions of 


sins: that, by it, through the merit of Christ, we are 
delivered, as from sin, so from eternal death and con- 
demnation the reward of sin. This Grace they will 
have to be applied by infusion ; to the end that, as 
the body is warm by the heat which ts in the body, so 
the soul might be made righteous by inherent Grace : 
which Grace they make capable of increase ; as the 
body may be more and more warm, so the soul more 
and more justified according as Grace should be 
augmented ; the augmentation whereof is merited by 
good works, as good works are made meritorious by 
it. Wherefore, the first receipt of Grace, in their 
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divinity, is the first Justification: the increase 
thereof, the second Justification. As Grace may be 
increased by the merit of good works: so it may be 
diminished by the demerit of sins venial ; it may be 
lost by mortal sin. Inasmuch, therefore, as it is 
needful in the one case to repair, in the other to 
recover, the loss which is made; the infusion of 
Grace hath her sundry after-meals: for the which 
cause they make many ways to apply the infusion of 
Grace. It is applied to infants through Baptism, 
without either faith or works ; and, in them, really 
it taketh away original sin and the punishment due 
unto it: it is applied to infidels and wicked men in 
the first Justification, through baptism, without 
works, yet not without faith; and it taketh away 
sins both actual and original together, with all 
whatsoever punishment, eternal or temporal, thereby 
deserved. Unto such as have attained the first Jus- 
tification, that is to say, the first receipt of Grace, 
it is applied farther by good works to the in- 
crease of former Grace: which is the second Jus- 
tification. If they work more and more, Grace 
doth more increase: and they are more and more 
justified. To such as diminish it by venial sins, 
it 1s applied by holy water, Ave Marias, crossings, 
papal salutations, and such like: which serve for 
reparations of Grace decayed. To such as have 
lost it through mortal sin, it 1s applied by the 
sacrament (as they term it) of Penance: which 
sacrament hath force to confer Grace anew ; yet in 
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such sort, that, being so conferred, it hath not alto- 
gether so much power as at the first. For it only 
cleanseth out the stain or guilt of sin committed : 
and changeth the punishment eternal, into a temporal 
satisfactory punishment here if time do serve, if not, 
hereafter to be endured; except it be lightened by 
masses, works of charity, pilgrimages, fasts, and 
such like ; or else shortened by pardon for term, or 
by plenary pardon quite removed and taken away. 
This is the Mystery of the Man of Sin. This maze 
the Church of Rome doth cause her followers to 
tread, when they ask her the way to Justification.— 
Whether they speak of the first or second Justifica- 
tion, they make it THE ESSENCE OF A DIVINE QUALITY 
INHERENT, they make it RIGHTEOUSNESS WHICH IS 
in us. If it be in us, then it is ours: as our souls 
are ours, though we have them from God, and can 
hold them no longer than pleaseth him; for, if he 
withdraw the breath of our nostrils, we fall to dust. 
But the Righteousness, wherein we must be found, if 
we will be justified, is NOT oUR OWN. Therefore we 
cannot be justified by ANY INHERENT QUALITY. 
—The Church of Rome, in teaching JUSTIFICATION 
BY INHERENT GRACE, doth pervert the truth of 
Christ: and, by the hands of the Apostles, we have 
received otherwise than she teacheth. Now, con- 
cerning THE RIGHTEOUSNESS OF SANCTIFCATION, 
_ we deny it not to be 1NHERENT: we grant, that, un- 
less we work, we have it not: only we distinguish 
it, as a thing different in nature from THE RIGHT- 
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EOUSNESS OF JUSTIFICATION.—By the one, we are 
interested in the riaut of inheriting : by the other, 
we are brought to the ACTUAL POSSESSION of eternal 
bliss. And so the env of both is everlasting life™. 

2. It may be additionally remarked, for the 
more complete elucidation of the Romish Scheme: 
that, precisely like Mr. Knox, the Tridentines 
annex fwo distinct senses to the simgle term sus- 
TIFY. 

In their Theology, that term imports, not only 
the ACCOUNTING a man righteous, but likewise the 
MAKING a man righteous. 

According to the first sense, a man, through 
Faith in the Merits of Christ and by the instru- 
mentality of Baptism, receives the forgiveness of 
sins and is reputed just: though, in matter of 
fact, he is not then just: because the evil which 
he has already done, can, by no possibility, be 
undone. 

According to the second sense, a man not only 
receives forgiveness of sin and is thus reputed just ; 
but he is also made just by the infusion of a Right- 
eousness, which, though communicated from God, 
henceforth by inherency becomes his own: so 
that Justification, according to the second sense, 
is, at least in point of grammatical ideality, the 
same as Sanctification and Renovation +. 


* Hooker’s Discourse of Justific. § 5, 6. 
+ Hane dispositionem seu preparationem Justificatio ipsa 
consequitur : que non est sola PECCATORUM REMISSIO, sed et 
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Now, in the hands of a disingenuous contro- 
vertist, this dealing with a double sense opens 
a door for a good deal of juggling and mysti- 
fication. 

If, for instance, to the System of the Romish 
Church, which avowedly maintains that A man is 


SANCTIFICATIO et RENOVATIO interioris hominis per volun- 
tariam susceptionem gratiz et donorum: unde homo ex injusto 
fit justus, et ex inimico amicus, ut sit heres secundum spem 
vite: eeterne. ' 

Hujus Justificationis cause sunt: finalis quidem, gloria Dei 
et Christi, ac vita eterna; efficiens vero, misericors Deus, qui 
gratuito abluit et sanctificat ;—meritoria autem, dilectissimus 
Unigenitus suus, Dominus noster Jesus Christus, qui, cum esse- 
mus inimici, propter nimiam charitatem qua dilexit nos, sua 
sanctissima passione ligno crucis nobis Justificationem meruit, 
et pro nobis Deo Patri satisfecit ; instrumentalis item, sacra- 
mentum Baptismi, quod est sacramentum Fidei, sine qua nulli 
umquam contigit. Justificatio; demum unica formalis causa 
est, justitia Dei, non qua ipse justus est, sed qua nos justos 
facit, qua videlicet ab eo donati, renovamur spiritu. mentis 
nostre, et non modo REPUTAMUR, sed veré justi nominamur et 
SUMUS, justitiam in nobis recipientes.— 

Cum vero Apostolus dicit, Justificari hominem per fidem et 
gratis ; ea verba in eo sensu intelligenda sunt, quem perpetuus 
Ecclesiz Catholice consensus tenuit et expressit : ut, scilicet, 
per fidem ideo justificari dicamur, quia fides est humane salutis 
initium, fundamentum et radix omnis Justificationis, sine qua 
impossibile est placere Deo et ad filiorum ejus consortium per- 
venire: gratis autem justificari ideo dicamur; quia nihil eorum 
que Justificationem precedunt, sive Fides, sive Opera, ipsam 
Justificationis gratiam promeretur; si enim gratia est, jam non 
ex operibus ; alioquin, ut idem Apostolus inquit, gratia yam non 
est gratia. Concil. Trident. sess. vi. c. 7, 8. p.47, 48. 
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sustTiFIED through that infused Righteousness which 
by communication is made properly his own, we 
object its utter unscripturality ; it may readily be 
answered, that Zhe term sustiry is here used in 
the sense of MAKING just, not in the sense of Aac- 
COUNTING just: and it may be, somewhat triumph- 
antly, asked of us; Whether we will venture to 
deny, that, as Augustine speaks, when God justifies 
the unjust, he causes him, who before was unjust, to 
become just.* 

Here we have a specimen of the manner, in 
which a very plain topic may be grammatically 
puzzled and mystified. 

To the supposed triumphant question, I readily 
reply: that, in such a construction, no one will 
deny, that there 7s a sense, in which a man may 
be said to be justified, by a Righteousness strictly 
his own, though communicated to him by a divine 
infusion from above. For, let the term sustiry 
be understood in the sense of MAKING just: and 
then, no doubt, such a saying will be correct. 
But, in this case, let it be duly observed, nothing 
more respectable than a mere truism will be ad- 
vanced. For, if, in that sense of the term sus- 
TIFY, we say; that A man is justified by having 
Righteousness communicated to him: we really say 


* Qui justificat impium: hoe est, ex impio, pium facit.— 
Ideo justificatus est, ut justus sit, non ut peccare sibi licere ar- 
bitretur. August. Expos. Quarund. Propos, ex Epist. ad 
Rom. Oper. vol.iv. p. 327. 
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only; that A man is made just by his being made 
just. 

We may safely enough, therefore, concede to 
Rome all the benefit of the truism ; that A man is 
made personally just by having personal righteous- 
ness communicated to him; which, I suppose, is 
pretty much the same, as that A man is personally 
sanctified by having a personal sanctification com- 
municated to him: or, in other words, we may 
safely concede; that Zhere is a sense, in which a 
man may be said to be justified by his own right- 
COUSNESS . 

But such, I take it, in a real litigation with an 
honest Romanist, is mot precisely the point in 
dispute. 

JUSTIFICATION, aS we understand the term, and 
as the term is evidently used in Scripture, re- 
spects THE GROUND OF OUR ACCEPTANCE WITH 
(a0D, *. 

Here, then, lies the question, on which the 
Roman Church and the Reformed Churches are 
really at issue. 

When the Tridentines say; that We are jus- 
tified through a Righteousness, which is called Our 
Righteousness, because by communication To us, it 
has become inherent in us: what idea do they 
purpose to convey? | 

Do they wish simply to enunciate the grave 


* Rom. iii. 20. 
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truism: that A man is made just, by his being 
made just ? 

Or do they teach, as a doctrinal verity to be 
received by all men: that Zhe GRouND OF MAN’s 
ACCEPTANCE witH Gop is a Personal Righteous- 
ness, made his own by infusion from above? 

To suppose the former, is absurd: for no sane 
person would solemnly lay down, as an Article of 
Faith, the mere truism; that. A man is made just, 
by his being made just. 

Hence, we are inevitably driven to suppose the 
latter: for, in good sooth, unless the Tridentines 
were absolute drivellers, we have no other re- 
source. 

Effectually, then, to prevent all possibility of 
successful mystification, whether on the part of a 
thorough-bred Papist or on the part of a half-bred 
Protestant, let it never be forgotten: that Scrip- 
tural JUSTIFICATION, 7m respect to its true ideality, 
always involves a specific reference to THE GROUND 
OF OUR ACCEPTANCE WITH Gop. 

IlI. From what has been said, I think it alike 
indisputable: both that The Church of Rome 
teaches the Doctrine of OUR ACCEPTANCE WITH 
Gop ON THE GROUND OF OUR OWN INHERENT, 
THOUGH DIVINELY INFUSED, RIGHTEOUSNESS; and 
that Mr. Knox, without any perceptible difference, 
has adopted the very same system. 

In other words, both as respects zdeality and as 
respects office, Mr. Knox and the Church of Rome 

E 
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have alike confounded together, THE riGHTEOUS- 
NESS OF JUSTIFICATION which is perfect but. not 
inherent, and THE RIGHTEOUSNESS OF SANCTIFICA- 
TION which is inherent but not perfect. 

Whence, overlooking the theological fact that 
The one is consequential to and distinct from the 
other, they have, in truth, made the two altogether 
identical: and the natural, or rather the inevitable, 
result, of thus mixing up our rieut to heaven 
with our QUALIFICATION for heaven, has been; 
that Zhe orricr of the former they have ascribed 
to the latter. 

Whether the allegation; that Zhe Doctrine of 
Justification, as laid down by the Tridentines and 
Mr. Knox, was perpetually, from the very begin- 
ning, the Doctrine of the Church Catholic : whether 
this allegation be, or be not, substantiated by 
competent Historical Testimony, will form the 
important subject of a future inquiry.* 


* See below, chap. iv. 


CHAPTER If. 


THE DOCTRINE OF JUSTIFICATION AS DEFINED BY 
THE CHURCH OF ENGLAND. 


In the matter of Justification, the Church of 
Rome boldly declares: that her own definition, 
having been taught by Christ and having been 
delivered by the Apostles, was, through the sug- 
gestion of the Holy Spirit, perpetually retained 
by the Church Catholic. 

It is somewhat remarkable: that the Church of 
England, notwithstanding she defines the Doc- 
trine of Justification after a manner altogether 
different from that which has been adopted by the 
Church of Rome, similarly appeals to Antiquity 
as her voucher for primitive and therefore accurate 
interpretation. 

I. The definition of the Church of England is 
set forth in her Articles and Homilies: and it is 
there propounded in a manner so perspicuous, as 
to preclude, it might well be thought, all possibi- 
lity of misapprehension. 


E 2 
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1. As contained in the eleventh and twelfth and 
thirteenth Articles, the definition runs in terms 
following. 

We are accounted righteous before God, only for 
the Merit of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ, 
by Faith: and not for our own works or deservings. 
Wherefore, that Wer art sustiFizD sy Fair 
ONLY, is a most wholesome doctrine and very full of 
comfort : as more largely ts expressed in the Homily 
of Justification *. 

Albeit that good works, which are the Fruits of 
lath and follow after Justification, cannot put 
away our sins and endure the severity of God’s 
judgment: yet are they pleasing and acceptable to 
God in Christ, and do spring out necessarily of a 
true and lively faith; insomuch that, by them, a 
lively Faith may be as evidently known, as a tree is 
discerned by the fruit +. ; 

Works, done before the grace of Christ and the 


* Tantum propter meritum Domini ac servatoris nostri Jesu 
Christi, per fidem, non propter opera et merita nostra, justi 
coram Deo reputamur. Quare, Sola fide nos justificari, doc- 
trina est saluberrima ac consolationis plenissima: ut, in Homilia 
de Justificatione hominis, fusius explicatur. Artic. Eccles. 
Anglican. xi. 

+ Bona opera, que sunt fructus fidei et justificatos sequun- 
tur, quanquam, peccata nostra expiare, et divin! judicii severi- 
tatem ferre, non possunt : Deo tamen grata sunt, et accepta in 
Christo; atque, ex vera et viva fide, necessario profluunt, ut 
plané ex illis qué fides viva cognosci possit, atque arbos ex 
fructu judicari, Artic. xii. 
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inspiration of his Spirit, are not pleasant to God ; 
forasmuch as they spring not of Faith in Jesus 
Christ : neither do they make men meet to receive 
grace, or (as the School-Authors say) deserve 
grace of congruity ; yea rather, for that they are 
not done as God hath willed and commanded them 
to be done, we doubt not but they have the nature of 
sin*®, 


* Opera, que fiunt ante gratiam Christi et Spirits ejus 
afatum, cum ex fide Jesu Christi non prodeant, minimé Deo 
grata sunt, neque gratiam (ut multi vocant) de congruo meren- 
tur. Immo, cum non sint facta ut Deus illa fieri voluit et pre- 
cepit, peccati rationem habere non dubitamus. Artic. xiii. 

Every Churchman will acknowledge Bishop Bull to be a 
clarum et venerabile nomen. Yet, when he maintains that 
Sanctification PRECEDES Justification, I cannot understand 
how such a view is reconcileable with that taken by the 
Church of England: inasmuch as her Articles directly reverse 
the order asserted by the Bishop, and make Justification PRE- 
CEDE Sanctification. 

I. According to the thirteenth Article, works: done BEFORE 
the grace of Christ and the inspiration of his Spirit, are not 
pleasant to God: while, on the contrary, good works, which 
are the FRUITS of Faith and FOLLOW AFTER Justification, are 
pleasing and acceptable to God through Christ. 

1. Now, agreeably to the tenor of these definitions, if Sanc- 
tification PRECEDE Justification: then the congeries of holy 
dispositions and holy works, which are comprehended under 
the term Sanctification, cannot be pleasant to God ; because, in 
that case, Sanctification isa complex act DONE BEFORE the 
grace of Christ and the inspiration of his Spirit. 

2. But, on the other hand, if Sanctification SUCCEED Justifi- 
cation: then the arrangement will perfectly harmonise with the 
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2. The Homily, referred to in the eleventh 
Article, under the title of Zhe Homily of Justif- 
cation, is styled in the first Book of Homilies 
itself, A Sermon of the Salvation of mankind, by 
only Christ our Saviour, from sin and death ever- 


arrangement proposed by the Anglican Church ; because, in 
that arrangement, good works, which are the FRUITS of Faith 
and which FOLLOW AFTER Justification, are pleasing and ac- 
ceptable to God through Christ. 

If. The Bishop would demonstrate the scriptural propriety 
of his arrangement from the text in the Epistle to the Hebrews : 
For, by one offering, he hath perfected for ever them that are 
sanctified. Heb. x. 14, 

I must confess myself unable to discern the cogency of the 
demonstration. Indeed, when connected with other Scriptures, 
I should think that the text in question demonstrates the very 
reverse. 

When we were yet without strength, in due time Christ died 
Jor the ungodly. Rom. v. 6. 

God commendeth his love toward us, in that, while we were 
yet sinners, Christ died for us. Rom. v. 8. 

If, then Christ died, or, in other words, if his one offering 
was made, for the ungodly and for sinners ; I do not perceive, 
how this can be said to have been done for persons ALREADY 
sanclified or for persons ALREADY in a state of Sanctification : 
and yet, unless we understand the Sanctified, in Heb. x. 14, 
to mean the ALREADY Sanctified, as contradistinguished from 
the ABOUT TO BE Sanctified, the text will obviously afford no 
proof, that Sanctification PRECEDES Justification. 

Hence, when viewed in connection with Rom. v. 6, 8, I 
think, that a sort of future sense must be ascribed to dyafo- 
wévovg in Heb, x. 14: exactly analogous to the import of 
garivouevey, as used by Cyril of Jerusalem in the titles to his 
Catecheses, where the word imports, not the ALREADY Illumi- 
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lasting: and this Homily is described, as more 
largely expressing the Doctrine of Justification 
than the necessary brevity of an Article admitted. 
Therefore, obviously, the statement, contained in 
it, challenges our especial attention. 

Because all men be sinners and offenders against 
God, and breakers of his Law and Commandments ; 


nated, but the ABOUT TO BE Illuminated; and _ similarly 
analogous to the import of cwfoudvous, as used by St. Luke in 
Acts ii. 47, where the word imports, not the ALREADY saved, 
but the ABOUT TO BE Saved. 

Ill. The language of Bishop Bull contrasts very singularly 
with that of Augustine. 

Expiationem, says Bishop Bull, sive a peccatis liberationem 
Christi morte factam, liquido restringit divinus author ad 
cirysaloevovs, hoc est, eos qui et corde et opere sancti sunt: 
claré innuens, merito Christi justificari, non nisi qui Spiritu 
Christi PRIUS sancti redduntur. Justificatio, nimirum, Sancti- 
ficationem (saltem primam et imperfectiorem) SEQUITUR. Bull. 
Harm. Apost. Dissert. i. c. 2. § 5. 

Ipsius sumus figmentum, says Augustine, creati in Christo 
in operibus bonis. Justitiam enim homo NON operatur, NISI 
justificatus. Credens autem in eum qui justificat impium. A 
Fide incipit: ut bona opera, NON PRAECEDENTIA quod meruit, 
SED CONSEQUENTIA quod accepit, ostendant. August. Enarr. 
in Psalm cx. Oper. vol. viii. p. 464, 

Augustine makes exactly the same arrangement as the 
Church of England. Justification PRECEDES: Sanctification 
FOLLOWS AFTER, in the way of an effect or result. 

Bishop Bull exactly inverts that arrangement. Sanctifica- 
tion PRECEDES: Justification FOLLOWS AFTER, apparently in 
the way of a reward or recompence. 

- Respecting the System of Bishop Bull, see below, chap. vil. 
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therefore can no man, by his own acts, words, and 
deeds (seem they never so good), be justified and 
made righteous before God: but every man of neces- 
sity 1s constrained to seek for another Righteousness 
of Justification, to be received at God’s own hands ; 
that is to say, the forgiveness of his sins and tres- 
passes in such things as he hath offended. And 
this Justification or Righteousness, which we so 
receive of God’s mercy and Christ's Merits, em- 
braced by Faith, is taken, accepted, and allowed, 
of God, for oun perfect and full Justification.— 
The Apostle toucheth specially three things, which 
must go together in our Justification: upon God’s 
part, His great mercy and grace ; upon Christ's 
part, Justice, that is, the satisfaction of God’s 
justice, or the price of our redemption by the 
offering of his body and shedding of his blood, 
with fulfilling of the Law perfectly and throughly ; 
and, upon our part, True and lively Faith in the 
Merits of Jesus Christ, which yet is not ours but 
by God’s working in us. So that, in our Justif- 
cation, there 1s not only God's mercy and grace, 
but also his justice, which the Apostle calleth The 
Justice of God: and it consisteth, in paying our 
ransom, and fulfilling of the Law. And so the 
grace of God doth not shut out the justice of God 
in our Justification, but only shutteth out the justice 
of man, that is to say, the justice of our works, as 
to be merits of deserving our Justification. And, 
therefore, St. Paul declareth nothing upon the 
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behalf of man concerning his Justification, but only 
a true and lively Faith: which, nevertheless, is the 
gift of God, and not man’s only work without God. 
And yet that Faith doth not shut out repentance, 
hope, love, dread, and the fear of God, to be joined 
with Faith in every man that is justified: BuT IT 
SHUTTETH THEM OUT FROM THE OFFICE OF JUS- 
tiryInG. So that, although they be all present 
together in him that is justified, YET THEY JUSTIFY 
NOT ALTOGETHER. Neither doth Faith shut out 
the justice of our good works, necessarily to be done 
afterwards of duty toward God; for we are most 
bounden to serve God, in doing good deeds, com- 
manded by him in his Holy Scripture, all the days 
of our life: BUT IT EXCLUDETH THEM, SO THAT 
WE MAY NOT DO THEM TO THIS INTENT, TO BE 
MADE JUST BY DOING OF THEM. For all the 
good works, that we can do, be imperfect : and, 
therefore, NOT ABLE TO DESERVE OUR JUSTIFI- 
caTION. But our Justification doth come freely, 
by the mere mercy of God: and of so great and 
free mercy, that, whereas all the world was not able 
of themselves to pay any part toward their ransom, 
it pleased our heavenly Father of his infinite mercy, 
without any our desert or deserving, to prepare for 
us the most precious jewels of Christ's body and 
blood ; whereby our ransom might be fully paid, 
the law fulfilled, and his justice fully satisfied. So 
that CHRIST IS NOW THE RIGHTEOUSNESS OF ALL 
THEM THAT TRULY DO BELIEVE IN HIM. He, 
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for them, paid their ransom by his death. He, for 
them, fulfilled the law in his life. So that now, 1N 
HIM AND BY HIM, EVERY TRUE CHRISTIAN MAN 
MAY BE CALLED A FULFILLER OF THE LAW: 
FORASMUCH AS THAT, WHICH THEIR INFIRMITY 
LACKED, CHRIST'S JUSTICE HATH SUPPLIED.— 
That We be justified by Faith only, freely 
and without works, we do read oft-times in the 
best and most ancient writers: as, beside Hilary, 
Basil, and St. Ambrose, we read the same in Origen, 
St. Chrysostom, St. Cyprian, St. Augustine, 
Prosper, Cicumenius, Proclus, Bernardus, An- 
selm, and many other writers, greek and latin. 
Nevertheless, this sentence that We be justified by 
Faith only, zs not so meant of them: that The 
said justifying Faith is alone in man, without 
true repentance, hope, charity, dread, and the 
fear of God, at any time and season. Nor, when 
they say, that We should be justified freely, do they 
mean: that we should or might afterward be idle, 
and that nothing should be required on our parts 
afterward. Neither do they mean so to be justified 
without good works, that we should do no good works 
at all. But this saying ; that, We be justified by 
faith only, freely, and without works, 7s spoken for 
to take away clearly all merit of our works, as being 
unable to deserve our Justification at God’s hands, 
and thereby most plainly to evpress the weakness of 
man and the goodness of God, the great infirmity of 
ourselves and the might and power of God, the imper- 
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fection of our own works, and the most abundant grace 

of our Saviour Christ ; and therefore wholly to as- 
cribe the merit and deserving of our Justification 
unto Christ only and his most precious blood-shed- 
ding. This Faith the holy Scripture teacheth us : 
THIS IS THE STRONG ROCK AND FOUNDATION OF 
CHRISTIAN RELIGION: this doctrine all old an- 
cient authors of Christ’s Church do approve : this 
doctrine advanceth and setteth forth the true glory 
of Christ, and beateth down the vain glory of man: 
this whosoever denieth, is not to be accounted for a 
christian man nor for a setter forth of Christ’ s 
glory, but for an adversary to Christ and his Gos- 
pel and for a setter forth of men’s vain glory.* 


* Sermon of the Salvation of mankind. Homil. p.17, 19, 
20, 21. Oxford 1802. Respecting the evidential principle on 
which this Homily is composed, as being the principle of the 
Church of England, see below, Append. No. II. 

The true doctrine of Justification is briefly stated, with a 
masterly hand, by the present Bishop of Bangor, Dr. Bethell. 

The necessity of Faith is pressed upon us, not only as a quali- 
fication for pardon and acceptance, but as that act of mind, 
which closes with God's offers and terms of grace, pleads in our 
behalf his merciful promises and the atonement and merits of 
our blessed Saviour, and renounces all other grounds of confi- 
dence and dependance. But forgiveness itself and Justification 
wn God’s sight are pure acts of Grace, to which the sinner can 
contribute nothing: for, as the Jews justly argued, none can 
forgive sins but God only ; and none, but God, can place a re- 
prieved sinner on the same footing with a righteous man.  Ar- 
guing lkewise from the analogy of human proceedings, we have 
reason to think, that pardon, and the imputation of righteousness 
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II. We might imagine, that the decision of the 
Church of England, be it ‘right or be it wrong, 
was at least incapable-of being misunderstood : 


which is annexed to it, are grants of mercy bestowed upon the 
sinner at some particular point of time, and that, though the 
justified person must grow in grace, must advance more and more 
in God’s favour and those spiritual accomplishments which cor- 
respond to it, forgiveness itself is a simple act, without parts or 
latitude, and of course incapable of increase. Bethell’s Gene- 
ral View of the doctrine of Regeneration in Baptism. chap. viii. 
p. 113. 

When we were both of us much younger men than we are 
now, and when probably we might not attend quite so closely 
to definitions as we do at present, Bishop Bethell and myself 
had a sort of little controversy on the subject of Regeneration : 
and I shrewdly suspect, that we then mutually entertained a 
somewhat formidable opinion of each other. If, so far at least 
as I am concerned, the gratifying commencement of a personal 
acquaintance, under the proverbially hospitable roof of a com- 
mon friend, had not sufficiently abated this horror theolegicus : 
the perusal of the Bishop’s recent publication, referred to above, 
would have abundantly made up any li¢éle lurking deficiency. 
We were, I believe, pretty much in the predicament of the two 
doughty knights who tilted a l’outrance respecting the true co- 
lour of a shield, the one side whereof was black while the other 
side was white: but, more fortunate than those two cavaliers, 
we are each alive to give and to receive explanations. From 
his lordship’s General View, I have much pleasure in finding, 
that our difference, which we had magnified into an irreconcil- 
able difference of opinion, seems to lie rather in nomenclature 
than in principle. That vitally necessary Moral Change of Dis- 
position which I have been accustomed to style REGENERA- 
TION, Bishop Bethell would exclusively designate by the name 
of CONVERSION : while the term REGENERATION he would con- 
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but Mr. Knox, between whose views of the doc- 
trine of Justification and those of the Tridentine 
Fathers I can discover no essential difference, ap- 


fine to the sense of A Federal Change of Relative Condition. 
His lordship’s nomenclature being thus definitely specified, he 
predicates of CONVERSION precisely what J had predicated of 
REGENERATION : namely, that, according to God’s good plea- 
sure, it may take place, either before Baptism, or in Baptism, 
or after Baptism. Hence, I apprehend, there is no difference 
between us as to the thing: we differ only in respect to the 
name. For, precisely what I say of REGENERATION, the 
Bishop says of CONVERSION. 

In favour of his own nomenclature, the Bishop claims the 
Early Church: and, no doubt, it is sometimes, though not al- 
ways, employed by Augustine. But, possibly in the true spirit 
of a hardened and inveterate controversialist, I do not think it 
clear, that his case is universally, or even generally, made out. 
Purely in evidence to a fact, I would respectfully direct his 
lordship’s attention to the following places, in all of which, so 
far as I can judge, REGENERATION is spoken of, as being A 
Moral Change of Disposition. 

Justin Martyr. Apol.i. Oper. p.73, 74, 76. Sylburg. 1593. 
Clem. Alex. Padag. lib. i. c.6. Oper. p. 93, 95, 96. Strom. 
lib. ii. Oper. p. 386. Sylburg. 1688. Tertull. de Baptism. 
Oper. p.'703, 704, 705. Rhenan. Cyprian. ad Donat. de grat. 
Dei. Oper. vol. i. p.2, 3. Oxon. 1682. Lactant. Instit. lib. iil. 
c. 26. p. 328, 329. Lugd. Batav. 1660. Athanas. in illud 
evan. Quicunque dixerit. Oper. vol. i. p. 767. Commel. 1600. 
Hieron. Comment. in Ezech. xvi. 4. Oper. vol. iv. p. 368. 
Colon. 1616. Cyril. Hieros. Proem. in Catech. p.i, i, iil. 
Catech. i. p.2. Catech. iii. p.16. Lutet. Paris. 1631. Au- 
gust. Expos. in Epist. Joan. i. 4, Tractat. vi. Oper. vol. ix. 
p. 224. Colon. 1616. 

I myself incline to think; and, unless I greatly mistake, [ 
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parently would wish to shew; that Zhe Articles 
and Homilies of the Church of England either coin- 


am borne out by Antiquity : that REGENERATION and CON- 
VERSION and RENOVATION and NEW CREATION are all mere 
synonymns; and that, under the single term REGENERATION, 
are comprised the two distinct ideas which Bishop Bethell 
would arrange under the two terms CONVERSION and REGENE- 
RATION, I mean A Moral Change of Disposition and A Fe- 
deral Change of Relative Condition. This last, in the case of 
adults, is formerly sealed and ratified by Baptism; and, in the 
case of infants, is, by the same sacrament, actually and officially 
communicated. 

Hence, I suppose, Augustine occasionally speaks of persons 
being regenerated, who had received A Federal Change of Re- 
lative Condition without having also received 4 Moral Change 
of Disposition. And, hence, apparently, our twenty-seventh 
Article describes Baptism, as an INSTRUMENT, by which right 
receivers are grafted into the Church, by which the promises of 
the forgiveness of sin and of our adoption to be the sons of God 
by the Holy Ghost are visibly signed and sealed, and by 
which Faith is confirmed and Grace increased by virtue of prayer 
unto God. 

This latter part of the Article, evidently and indeed necessarily, 
speaks only of those who receive Baptism when adults: and, 
since it represents their Faith as being confirmed and their 
measure of Grace as being zncreased thereby, it indisputably 
teaches, that adults both may have and ought to have both 
Faith and Grace anterior to their reception of Baptism. Now 
the presence of these divine gifts constitutes, I apprehend, what 
Bishop Bethell calls CONVERSION exclusively, and what I call 
indifferently CONVERSION and REGENERATION : and, in strict 
accordance with the Article, we both agree, that the Moral 
Change thus designated may take place before Baptism, though 
without excluding the possibility of its also taking place either 
in Baptism or after Baptism. 
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cide with his own System, or at any rate do not 
stand opposed to it. 

1. In pursuance of this object, his comments on 
the eleventh and twelfth Articles is given after the 
following manner. 

Certain it is, that our eleventh Article puts for- 
ward the reputative idea. But is it, or is tt not, 
subordinately to an understood MORAL JUSTIFICA- 
TION, which PRECEDES IN ORDER OF NATURE? J 
grant, that the Article emphatically excludes all 
human merit ; that ts, all efficacy or value of self- 
wrought performances : all merit, undoubtedly, is ex- 
clusively ascribed where it ought. But is the reck- 
oning, which God is there said to make of us, IN- 
DEPENDENT OF HIS OWN WoRK IN US? Is it inde- 
pendent of any root of true Righteousness, ALREADY 
planted in our heart by the omnipotent grace of 
God? Imean: is it so in the view of the Article? 
lor it is to that point I confine myself. 

L conceive, that the reckoning is not meant to be 
andependent of ad PREVIOUSLY WRrouGHT Loot of 
Righteousness : because it is not merely said, Only 
for the Merit of our Lord, and not for our own 
works and deservings, are we accounted righteous 
before God ; but By Faith comes in, as a QUALIFI- 
CATION on our part: without which, of course, the 
Merit of Christ will not avail for us ; nor any such 
reckoning be made, on God’s part, respecting us. 
That this mustbe the force of By Faith, connected as it 
7s with We are accounted before God, zs self-evident : 
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for it could have place in the statement of the reckon- 
ing only by having place in the reckoning itself. 

If other, almost any other, language had been 
used: this could not have necessarily followed. Had 
it, for instance, been said simply ; We are justified 
by Faith, only through the Merit, without adding 
Before God: then Faith might have been under- 
stood as @ MEDIUM which INSTRUMENTALLY gave us 
an actual interest in the benefit or satisfactory know- 
ledge of it, without its being entitled to any valuation. 
But when it is our Justification before God, our 
reputation in his omniscient mind, which is spoken 
of : every INSTRUMENTAL USE Of Faith ceases. If it 
comes in, 1t must be as a necessary QUALIFICATION. 
Its admission would not be good sense in any other 
construction.* 

What, then, is the Faith thus made necessary ? 
The next Article informs us, by unequivocal inti- 
mation: that it 1s that True and lively Faith, from 
which good works do spring out necessarily ; in- 
somuch that, by them, a lively Fath may be as 
evidently known, as a tree is discerned by the 


* Certainly, this reasoning of Mr. Knox, by which he would 
demonstrate that The Article CANNOT teach the doctrine that 
Faith is the Medium or Instrument of our Justification, is not a 
little amusing, when we find, as we presently shall find, the 
Homily of the Passion defining Faith to be the ONLY Mean 
and the ONLY Instrument. It shews the danger of depending 
upon the treacherousness of what we may fondly deem a very 
satisfactory piece of abstract reasoning from a fancied necessity 
of the requirement of GOOD SENSE. 
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fruit. Does not this, then, in the strongest and 
fullest sense, describe Faith as a Root of Righteous- 
ness, the seminal essence of Righteousness: and, 
when it comes at all into God’s reckoning, must not 
the estimate accord with the fact? Being His owN 
INVALUABLE AND EXCLUSIVE WORK IN US, must 
not the divine idea, which directed the efficient act, 
equally direct the reputative act ; and must not the 
divine approbation, of the work wrought, be in 
proportion to the correspondence of the work with 
the divine idea: allowing every thing, however, for 
the necessary exercise of divine condescension and 
indulgence * ? 

Unless I wholly misunderstand the argument of 
Mr. Knox, it is this. 

Faith, inasmuch as the Church of England de- 
scribes it as being the Root of good works, is not 
to be viewed in the light of a hand or instrument 
whereby we lay hold of or appropriate the Per- 
fect and Meritorious Righteousness of Christ: but 
it must rather be deemed a necessary qualification 
for our Justification ; being itself, in truth, a con- 
stituent part and parcel of that Personal Intrinsic 
Righteousness, which is infused into us from above, 
and which is the real Grounp of our acceptance 
with God. Hence our Justification by Faith is a 
Moral Justification : which, in the order of nature, 
PRECEDES and GIVES occasion To the Reputative 
Idea of Justification. 

* Treatise on Justific. Rem. vol. i. pp. 291 —293. 
F 
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Thus, I take it, runs the argument of Mr. 
Knox. 

Now, that Faith is a necessary qualification, as 
well as a necessary instrument, will not, I suppose, 
be denied: for, in the case of Faith as it bears 
upon our Justification, we shall certainly find it 
difficult, perhaps even impossible, to separate the 
two ideas; inasmuch as, without Faith, man is 
not qualified to receive his Justification; and in- 
asmuch as, still without Faith, man is devoid of 
the hand or instrument by which he appropriates 
to himself the benefits of Christ’s Perfect Right- 
eousness. 

But this does not seem to be the real nucleus 
of the question now before us. Mr. Knox, so far 
as I can comprehend his not very luminous state- 
ment, would exhibit the Church of England as 
denying Faith to be the zxstrument of our Justifi- 
cation before God: and, having himself adopted 
the not uncommon error of esteeming Faith a 
Moral Work on account oF which we are jus- 
tified in the Court of Heaven ; thus making Faith 
the very GrounpD of our acceptance with God, 
would thence attempt to fix this notion upon the 
definition propounded in the eleventh Anglican 
Article. 

But such an attempt is frustrated by the extra- 
ordinary precision and scrupulous ag@curacy of our 
admirable reformers. Certainly, they speak of 
good works, as being the fruzt and consequence 
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of Faith; or, in other words, they define the 
Righteousness of Sanctification to follow, in the 
order of time, upon the Righteousness of Justifi- 
cation. But then, both in their carefully selected 
phraseology when they express themselves in un- 
changing Latin, and likewise in their singularly 
definite statements when they resort to exposition, 
instead of corroborating the idea of Mr. Knox that 
Faith is a Moral Work of Personally Inherent 
Righteousness ON AccouNT OF which we are jus- 
tified before God and accepted with God, they 
directly combat it. For, in the one case, they 
studiously select words, by which it is specifically 
opposed: and, in the other case, they propound 
the immediately counter idea; to wit, that Faith, 
viewed simply as Faith which qualifies us for Jus- 
tification, is nothing more than the Hand whereby 
we lay hold of the Righteousness of Christ, and 
therefore, being purely an INSTRUMENTAL MEDIUM, 
cannot, save INSTRUMENTALLY, be said to justify 
us. 

(1.) Had Mr. Knox attended to their carefully 
selected latin phraseology (which, nevertheless, 
strange to say, he himself actually quotes), he 
would have perceived, even without the necessity 
of any further search: that they exhibit Faith, not 
as itself being the Grounp of our acceptance with 
God, nor yet as ztself being any MERITORIOUS 
qualification for such acceptance, but only and 
solely as being the INSTRUMENTAL MEDIUM 

F 2 
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through which we are qualified to claim our 
Justification. 

In the eleventh Article, as it stands in its 
english form, the expression, By Faith, is am- 
biguous: for it may denote, either rHroucu Faith 
instrumentally, or By Faith absolutely. But, in 
the same eleventh Article, as it stands in its 
latin form, no such ambiguity exists. We there 
learn authoritatively: that, when, in the english 
Article, our reformers say sy Faith, they mean 
TtHRouUGH Faith. And all doubt of the idea, 
which they intended to convey, is effectually 
removed by the import of the preposition which 
they employ to describe the efficacy and opera- 
tion of Christ’s Merits. Their language is: We 
are deemed righteous before God, only oN ACCOUNT 
oF the Merits of our Lord and Saviour Jesus 
Christ tHuRoucH Faith, and not ON ACCOUNT OF 
our own works and merits *. Wence, from the 


* T subjoin the entire eleventh Article in its latin form. 

Tantum PROPTER meritum domini ac servatoris nostri Jesu 
Christi PER fidem, non PROPTER opera et merita nostra, justi 
coram Deo reputamur. Quare, Sola fide nos justificari, doc- 
trina est saluberrima ac consolationis plenissima, ut in Homilia 
de Justificatione hominis, fusius explicatur. 

In the latter part of the Article, our reformers use the ambi- 
guous expression Fide sola : which, like the english expression 
By Faith, may denote either By Faith absolutely or Through 
Faith instrumentally. But they had already done away all 
possibility of misapprehension as to what they meant by Fide 
sola: because they had already, in the former part of the 


CHAP. 111. | OF JUSTIFICATION. 69 


very force of the two different prepositions em- 
ployed, it is evidently the judgment of our 
reformers: that, Jn the sight of God, we are 
justified meritoriously ON account OF the sole 
Righteousness of Christ, while, toroveu Faith, 
as an obviously necessary qualification, we are jus- 
tified no further than instrumentally or mediately. 
On this phraseology of the latin Article, our 
learned Welshman offers the following most sound 
and most judicious remark: a remark, I fear | 


Article, employed the unambiguous expression Per fidem in 
avowed contradistinction to the phrase Propter meritum. 

It is worthy of note, that herein they have exactly imitated 
the phraseology of St. Paul in the original Greek. 

In Rom. iii. 28, the Apostle says ambiguously in the abstract: 
AoyiSoueba yep, Sixastcba: TIIZTEI dyvOpamev, xwpls epywy vouov. 
But then, in Rom. iii, 22, he had previously said, without any 
ambiguity: A:casoodyy d€ Oecd, AIA TIZTEQS “Iyoot Xporod, ic 
WAYTAS Kal EM) MavTAS TOUS TicTEVOYTaS. 

I may add: that although we ourselves are justified abso- 
lutely ON ACCOUNT OF the merits of Christ: yet, so far as’ 
respects our Justification before the Father, even those merits 
themselves operate as a medium or instrument. Hence, under 
this aspect, the great Apostle most accurately speaks, in the 

same continued discourse, of our being justified freely by the 
grace of God THROUGH the redemption that is in Christ Jesus : 
and then goes on to say, that we, under another aspect, have 
Christ as our propitiation THROUGH the Faith which is in is 
blood. 

Tldyres yap quaprov, nah torepodytas: trys d0by¢ rod Oecd, duKasovd 
fever Swpedy, tH adtod xdpitr, AIA THs ancdutTpdcews THs ev Xpiot ge 
"Inoot* Gy mpodbero 6 beds ikaorypiov AIA to miotews ey TH avTod 


ainats Rom. iil. 23, 24, 25. 
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must say, not the less sound and judicious, be- 
cause it directly contradicts the gloss of Mr. 
Knox. 


Here note, that we are justified turovuaH Faith, 
not ON account oF Faith. For, in our Faith, 
there is no more merit, than in our works: since tt 
also is imperfect within us: and is altogether, what- 
ever may be its amount, the gift of God. Faith, 
therefore, is not the causE, but the conpITIoNn, of 
our Justification : which Justification must be attri- 
buted to the alone Benignity of God and the Merits 
of Christ. * 

(2.) With this curious felicity of words exactly” 
correspond the singularly definite statements, 
which our wise reformers put forth in the Homily 


* Nota, PER fidem nos justificari, non PROPTER fidem. 
Neque enim fidei nostrz plus meriti inest quam operibus, quum 
ipsa etiam sit in nobis imperfecta, et tota, quantacunque sit, sit 
Dei donum. Fides, igitur, non est CAUSA, sed CONDITIO, Jus- 
tificationis nostrz : que, soli Dei benignitati meritisque Christi, 
attribuenda est. Welshman in Art. xi. p.13. 

By the term CONDITION, as used by Welshman, we are to 
understand, I presume, the MEAN or the INSTRUMENT, viewed 
under the aspect of the divinely appointed SINE QUA NON: so 
that CONDITION and INSTRUMENT and SINE QUA NON are, in 
fact, convertible expressions. 

I. To this purpose speaks Bishop Burnett, using, like 
Welshman, the term CONDITION. 

Our Faith and Repentance are not the valuable considerations 
FOR which God pardons and justifies: that 1s done merely 
FOR the death of Christ.—But still our Faith—is the CON- 
DITION, that makes us capable of recewing the benefits of 
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expressly referred to, as designed to be more 
fully explanatory of the true meaning of the 
eleventh Article. Let us then, if we wish to 
understand the Article, carefully attend to the 
professed interpretation of it put forth by the 
Homily. 

The true understanding of this doctrine, We be 
justified freely by Faith without works, or that 
We be justified by Faith in Christ only, is not: 
that This our own act to believe in Christ, or this 
our Faith in Christ wHicu 18 witHIN us, doth 
justify us, and deserve our Justification unto us ; 
for that were to count ourselves to be justified BY 
SOME ACT OR VIRTUE THAT IS WITHIN OURSELVES. 


this redemption and free grace. Bumett on Art. xi. p. 161, 
163. 

II. To the same purpose speaks Dr. Bennett, using, like our 
Homily on the Passion, the term INSTRUMENT. 

Faith is not by us considered as the meritorious cause of Jus- 
tification, but as the INSTRUMENT by which Christ’s satisfac- 
tion is applied to particular persons: and, consequently, the 
word BY, when applied to Faith, expresses what I may call the 
INSTRUMENTAL CAUSALITY of our Justification, Bennett on 
Art. xi. p. 82. 

III. To the same purpose, again, speaks Bishop Beveridge, 
using the English of the term SINE QUA NON, 

Seeing this merit of Christ is made over unto us by our Faith 
an him, we are therefore said to be justified by Faith: not, as it 
ts an act in us ; but, as it applies Christ tous. We are there- 
fore said to be justified by Faith in Christ, because WE SHOULD 
NOT BE JUSTIFIED BY CHRIST WITHOUT FAITH. Beveridge 
on Art, xi, p. 183. 
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But the true understanding and meaning thereof is : 
that, Although we hear God’s word and believe 
it; although we have rairn, hope, charity, re- 
pentance, dread, and fear of God, wituin us, and 
do never so many works thereunto: yet we must 
renounce the merit of all our said virtues, of 
FAITH, hope, charity, and all other virtues and 
good deeds, which we either have done, shall do, 
or can do, as things that be far too weak and 
insufficient and imperfect to deserve remission of 
our sins and our Justification. And, therefore, 
we must trust only, in God’s mercy, and in that 
sacrifice, which our high-priest and saviour Christ 
Jesus, the Son of God, once offered for us upon the 
cross, to obtain thereby God’s grace and remission, 
as well of our original sin in baptism, as of ali 
actual sin committed by us after our baptism, if we 
truly repent, and turn unfeignedly to him again. 
So that, as St. John Baptist, although he were 
never so virtuous and godly a man, yet, in this 
matter of forgiving sin, he did put the people from 
him, and appointed them unto Christ, saying thus 
unto them; Behold, yonder is the Lamb of God, 
which taketh away the sins of the world: even 
so, as great and as godly a virtue as the LIVELY 
FAITH 78, yet IT PUTTETH US FROM ITSELF, and 
REMITTETH OR APPOINTETH US UNTO CurIST, 
for to have ONLY BY HIM remission of our sins or 
Justification. So that our earra in Christ, as it 
were, saith unto us thus: iT IS NOT I THAT TAKE 
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AWAY YOUR SINS, BUT IT IS CHRIST ONLY; and 
to nim ONLY J send you for that purpose. forsaking 
therein all your good virtues, words, thoughts, and 
works, and ONLY PUTTING YOUR TRUST IN CHRIST *. 
Truth it is: that our own works do not justify 
us, to speak properly of our Justification ; that ts 
to say, our works do not merit or deserve remission 
of our sins, and make us, of unjust, just before 
God: but God, of his own mercy, through the alone 
Merits and deservings of his Son Jesus Christ, 
doth justify us. Nevertheless, because raitH doth 
directly send us to Christ for remission of our sins ; 
and that, by FaitH given us of God, we embrace 
the promise of God's mercy and of the remission of 
our sins; which thing none other of our virtues or 
works properly doth: therefore the Scripture useth 
to say; that rartrH without works doth justify. 
And, forasmuch as it 1s all one sentence in effect to 
say; Faith without works, and Only Faith, doth 
justify us: therefore the old ancient Fathers of the 
Church, from time to time, have uttered our Justifi- 
cation with this speech, Only Faith justifieth us ; 
meaning no other thing than St. Paul meant, when 
he said, Faith without works justifieth us. And, 
because all this is brought to pass through the only — 
Merits and Deservings of our Saviour Christ, and 
not through our merits or through the merit of ANY 
VIRTUE THAT WE HAVE WITHIN Us or of any 


* Sermon of Salvat. part 11, pp. 22, 23. 
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work that cometh from us: therefore, in that 
respect of merit and deserving, we forsake, as it 
were, altogether again, FaiTH, works, and all other 
virtues. or our own imperfection is so great, 
through the corruption of original sin, that all is 
amperfect that is within us; ¥atTH, charity, hope, 
dread, thoughts, words, and works: and, therefore, 
not apt to merit and deserve any part of our Justifi- 
cation forus. And this form of speaking use we, 
in the humbling of ourselves to God, and to give all 
the glory to our Saviour Christ who is best worthy 
to have it*. 

(3.) Nor is this, though specially referred to, 
the only authoritative interpretation of the Article : 
we may yet further beneficially attend to the 
declaration propounded in the Homily on the 
Passion, which was composed and put forth at a 
somewhat later period or in the reign of Elizabeth. 

Christ is the end of the Law unto Salvation, for 
every one that doth believe. By this, then, you may 
well perceive, that the only MEAN and INSTRUMENT 
of Salvation, required of our parts, is FAITH: that 
is to say, a sure trust and confidence in the mercies 
of God; whereby we persuade ourselves, that God 
both hath and will forgive our sins, that he hath 
accepted us again into his favour, that he hath re- 
leased us from the bonds of damnation, and hath 
received us again into the number of his elect 


* Sermon of Salvat. part iii. p. 24. 
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people, not for our merits or deserts, but only 
and solely ror the Merits of Christ's death and 
passion. This Faith is required at our hands. 
And, this if we keep stedfastly at our hearts, there 
is no doubt but we shall obtain Salvation at God’s 
hands: as did Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob; of 
whom the Scripture saith, that they believed, and 
it was imputed unto them for Righteousness. Was 
it imputed unto them only: and shall it not be im- 
puted unto us also? Yes, if we have the same 
Faith as they had, it shall be as truly imputed unto 
us for Righteousness, as it was unto them. For it 
is one Faith that must save both us and them, even 
a sure and stedfast Faith in Christ Jesus. Thus 
have you heard, in few words, the MEAN, whereby 
we must apply the Fruits and Merits of Christ's 
death unto us, so that it may work the Salvation of 
our souls: namely, a sure, stedfast, perfect, and 
grounded, rairH.—Let us, then, use that MEAN, 
which God hath appointed in his word, to wit, THE 
MEAN OF FAITH, Which is the only INSTRUMENT 
of Salvation now left unto us *. 

2. Mr. Knox seems to be aware of the mighty 
force of the evidence against him, contained in 
what the eleventh Article calls the Homily of Jus- 
tification but what is itself designated the Sermon 
of Salvation: and, therefore, unwilling to desert 
the communion of the Church of England on the 


* Sermon of the Passion, part ii. p. 362—364. 
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score of an irreconcileable discrepance in regard 
to Doctrine, he endeavours to break, or at least 
to parry, the testimony of that very important 
document. But let us hear him. 

It may be said: The Article refers tothe Homily ; 
and the Homily speaks, apparently, a different 
language. For it asserts: that, Though Faith, 
which justifieth, implies repentance, hope, love, 
dread, and the fear of God, to be joined with 
Faith, in every man that is justified; yet it 
shutteth them out from the office of justifying : 
so that, although they be all present together 
in him that is justified, yet they justify not 
altogether. 

To this I answer: that, neither here nor else- 
where in the Homilies, is it the object to lay down 
Lheological Definitions, but rather to furnish 
Useful Popular Instruction. These words, there- 
fore, cannot be intended to limit the reckoning made 
in the mind of God. For who hath known the mind 
of the Lord any further than he has declared it to 
us: and where has he told us, that he does not 
value every thing that is valuable in his creatures ? 
Did his conduct to Cornelius indicate any such 
thing *? But these works do indeed teach, what 


* TY must confess myself to have never before encountered 
such a singular specimen of irrelevant reasoning. 

Certainly, as without any dispute, it will readily be con- 
ceded, God has no where told us, that he does not value every 
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are to be our own thoughts, when we come to God 
for grace and mercy. We are not, even then, to 
overlook what God’s grace has really wrought in 
us. His work, as distinguished from our own 
works, we are to acknowledge with gratitude, and, 
as far as it is certain, with joy: for what surer 
pledge can we have of the further mercies which we 
need? But, whatever can be in any sense called 
our work, even the evercise of the best and most 
necessary graces of God's Spirit (I say the ever- 
cise of them, to mark our part in them), we are to 
throw out of view, either as bespeaking favour from 
God, or as supplying in any sense the place of his 


thing that is valuable in his creatures. But what then? 
What has thes to do with the present question ? 

The object of Mr. Knox is to prove: that The Homily 
ADMITS our infused Inherent Righteousness to the office of 
Justification. 

His medium of proof is: that God has no where told us, that 
he does not value every thing that zs valuable in his creatures. 

When thrown into mood and form (a very useful process, by 
the way, for disentangling truth from error), his argument will 
run as follows. 

God has no where told us, that he does not value every 
thing that is valuable in his creatures. 

THEREFORE the Homily, referred to in the eleventh Article 
of the Church of England, must indisputably be viewed, as 
ADMITTING our own Infused Inherent Righteousness to the 
office of Justification. 

How such a conclusion can be deduced from such premises, 
even if the Homily itself had been wholly silent respecting 
either ADMISSION or EXCLUSION, it would, I think, puzzle the 
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continued work inus. Every feeling of this sort, 
the Homily protests against. We are to come as 
weak, that we may be strengthened ; as empty, that 
we may be filled; as having nothing to offer of ours, 
that we may rest solely on God’s fulness of grace 
and mercy .— 

Whatever strong expressions, of the humiliating 
kind, occur in this Homily or in others, I hesitate 
not to say, must be thus understood: inasmuch as 
no human Work contends more strenuously for 
THE ESSENTIAL MORALITY OF FAITH, oO” more 
uniformly represents it as the vitality of holi- 
ness™. 

(1.) Now, I submit, the true question, when 


very Stagirite to discover. But meanwhile, what says the 
inflexible precision of the Homily ? 

Although Faith, which justifieth, implies Repentance, Hope, 
Love, Dread, and the Fear of God, to be joined with Faith in 
every man that is justified; yet it SHUTTETH THEM OUT from 
the office of justifying: so that, although they be all present 
together in him that is justified ; yet they JUSTIFY NOT alto- 
gether. 

Had the argument of Mr. Knox, from the premises which it 
lays down, gone to prove; that the Homily OUGHT NOT to 
have theologised as it does: though not very cogent, still, at 
least, it would have perceptibly connected the conclusion with 
the premises. But, when, from such premises, it would de- 
monstrate ; that the Homily DoEs NoT and CAN Nor theologise, 
as, in the very plainest English, it both DOES and CAN: 
assuredly the conclusion looks one way, while the unconscious 
premises are occupied in gazing another way. 

* Treatise on Justific. in Rem. vol. i. p. 293, 294. 
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disentangled from the not very clear answer of 
Mr. Knox, is the following. 

Does the Homily teach: that We are justified 
BY FAITH ABSOLUTELY ; under the aspect that 
faith is an important moral part of inherent 
Righteousness infused into us in order to our Jus- 
tification thereby? Or does it teach: that We are 
justified THROUGH FAITH INSTRUMENTALLY ; under 
the aspect, that Faith, being only the hand whereby 
we apprehend Christ's Righteousness, 1TSELF, as 
ITSELF, justifies us no more than any other work 
which we are enabled to perform ? 

That is to say, if we throw the question into a 
shorter form, borrowing our phraseology from the 
eleventh Article, does the Homily teach: that 
We are justified ON ACCOUNT OF FAITH, under the 
aspect of Faith being the Moral Ground of our 
acceptance with God? Or does it teach: that 
We are justified THROUGH FAITH, under the aspect 
of Faith being simply the Qualifying Instru- 
ment. 

(2.) Mr. Knox, so far at least as I can under- 
stand him, individually maintains that We are 
justified ON ACCOUNT OF FAITH, and individually 
denies that We are justified THROUGH FAITH as 
through an instrument. Nor is he content with 
advancing such Doctrine as his own: he would 
fain persuade us, that it is also the Doctrine of 
the Church of England. 

But, whatever may be the sentiments of Mr. 
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Knox, there can be no doubt, as to the doctrine 
taught in the Homily. With regard to the true 
character and office of Faith, the zdea of instRU- 
MENTALITY runs through the whole of that com- 
position : and if strict verbal proof be required, we 
have it, as we have seen, even to the very letter 
of absolute phraseology, in the parallel Homily on 
the Passion. This parallel Homily defines Faith 
to be the mean and instrRuMENT of Salvation: 
and, not content with the simplicity of such a 
definition, it furthermore defines it to be the onLy 
mean and instrument; nay, as if anxious that 
misapprehension should be impossible, it repeats 
the fulness of its definition, and concludes with 
exhorting us to use that MEAN which God hath 
appointed in his word, to wit, the MEAN Of FAITH, 
which is the ONLY INSTRUMENT of Salvation now 
left unto us. 

3. The subject is so important, that, after these 
general observations, I shall proceed to offer some 
yet additional specific remarks upon the passage 
which has been quoted above from Mr. Knox’s 
Treatise on Justification. 

(1.) The account, which Mr. Knox gives, of 
the nature of Useful Popular Instruction, is not a 
little perplexing. 

I had always thought, that Useful Popular In- 
struction, in the matter of Christian Doctrine, was 
a faithful communication, in a familiar and popular 
form, of the Doctrinal System maintained by any 
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particular given Church: so that the difference, 
between such communication and communication 
made in a scholastic form, should consist, not in a 
departure from the Doctrinal System in question, 
but merely in a delivering of it through the me- 
dium of familiar and popular and unscholastic 
language. 

Yet the very necessity of the argument, here 
preferred by Mr. Knox, implies and requires pre- 
cisely the reverse. For his argument runs: that, 
when the Homily asserts all christian graces to be 
present in every man that is justified, while never- 
theless 1t pronounces him to be in no wise justified 
by them: we must not interpret it strictly accord- 
ing to the letter, so as thereby to understand it to 
contradict the Doctrinal System which teaches 
that Man is justified by an Inherent Righteousness 
infused into him; BECAUSE its object is, not to lay 
down theological definitions, but rather to furnish 
useful popular instruction. 

This account of Useful Popular Instruction, I 
really must repeat, is, to myself at least, not a 
little perplexing. 

(2.) But, be that as it may, is Mr. Knox war- 
ranted in his broad assertion: that The Homily of 
Justification, whatever may be the case with the 
other Homilies, was written, not to lay down theolo- 
gical definitions, but rather to furnish useful popular 
instruction ? 

Certainly, I cannot answer this question in the 
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affirmative: for how stands the matter of evi- 
dence ? 

In the eleventh Article, Mr. Knox himself 
being judge, our reformers professedly lay down 
a Theological Definition of the Justification of 
man. Now the necessary characteristic of a doc- 
trinal Article or Canon is brevity: and, in the 
framing of the eleventh Article, this characteristic 
is studiously preserved. But, in a subject of such 
deep importance, our pious reformers were anxious 
not to be misunderstood. Hence, for a larger 
expression, or in other words, for a more copious 
Theological Definition, of the Doctrine of Justi- 
fication through Faith only, they refer to the 
Homily of Justification or (as it is called in the 
first Book of the Homilies) the Sermon of the 
Salvation of Mankind. 

This is a mere fact, which, I suppose no one 
will controvert: but then it is a fact, which 
directly overturns the broad assertion hazarded 
by Mr. Knox. Clearly, the Homily of Justifica- 
tion, when referred to as the eleventh Article 
refers to it, cannot be considered as a Work de- 
signed for mere Useful Popular Instruction, but 
must be viewed as a Work the very object of 
which eminently was to lay down Theological 
Definitions. And, accordingly, we need only to 
read it, in order to be satisfied that such is its 
real character. Undoubtedly, it is so plain and 
perspicuous in the way of Useful Popular Instruc- 
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tion, that to misunderstand it requires no small 
measure of perverted ingenuity: but still, from 
beginning to end, it is absolutely full of the most 
precise and distinct Theological Definitions. What 
the purport of those definitions is, I need not here 
repeat. Verily, he, that runneth, may read and 
understand. 

4. Beside the Homily of Justification and the 
Homily of the Passion, which have been already 
adduced as expositions of the eleventh Article, 
there are yet other authorised documents of the 
Anglican Church, which equally propound to us 
the doctrine of Justification through Faith accord- 
ing to her view of that doctrine, and which are 
equally fatal to the gloss attempted to be put upon 
it by Mr. Knox. These are: King Edward’s Cate- 
chism, set forth, with the concurrence and appro- 
bation of the Bishops, by the authority of a royal 
injunction ; the Apology of Bishop Jewel, pub- 
lished with the assent of the Bishops, and always 
understood to speak the sense of the whole 
Church in whose name it is written; and the 
Catechism of Dean Nowel, which had the express 
sanction of Convocation. All these accredited 
documents, instead of confirming the notion that 
We are justified by Faith as by a Moral Inherent 
Quality of Righteousness, totally contradict that 
notion: and two of them, furthermore, distinctly 
pronounce, that We are justified by Faith only 
INSTRUMENTALLY, such Lath operating as THE 

G 2° 
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HAND whereby we lay hold of the righteousness 
Sreely given unto us of God. 

(1.) Let us first hear King Edward’s Catechism : 
which, in its composition, was synchronical with 
the eleventh Article and with the Homily of 
Justification referred to by that Article. 

TI use,as you have taught me, to make a difference 
between the cause and the effects. The first and 
principal and most perfect cause of our Justifying 
and Salvation is the goodness and love of God: 
whereby he chose us for his, before he made the 
world. After that, God granteth us to be called 
by the preaching of the Gospel of Jesus Christ, 
when the Spirit of the Lord is poured into us: by 
whose guiding and governance, we be led to settle 
our trust in God, and hope for the performance of 
all his promises. With this choice 1s joined, as 
companion, the mortifying of the old man, that is, 
of our affection and lust. From the same Spirit 
also cometh our Sanctification : the love of God and 
of our neighbour ; justice and uprightness of life ; 
finally, to say all in sum, whatsoever is in us, or 
may be done of us, pure, honest, true, and good, that 
altogether springeth out of this most pleasant root, 
from this most plentiful fountain, the goodness, 
love, choice, and unchangeable purpose, of God. 
Fle is the cause: the rest are the fruits and effects. 
Yet are also the goodness, choice, and Spirit of 
God, and Christ himself, causes conjoined and 
coupled each with other, which may be reckoned 
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among the principal causes of our salvation. As 
oft, therefore, as we use to say, that We are made 
righteous and saved by only Faith, 7 is meant 
thereby: that Faith, or rather trust alone, poTH 
LAY HAND upon, understand, and perceive, our 
Righteous-making to be given us of God freely ; 
that is to say, by no deserts of our own, but by 
the free grace of the Almighty Father. More- 
over, Faith doth engender in us the love of our 
neighbour and such works as God is pleased withal. 
For, if it be a lively and true Faith, quickened by 
the Holy Ghost, she is the mother of all good saying 
and doing. By this short tale it is evident, whence, 
and by what means, we attain to be made righteous. 
For, not by the worthiness of our deservings, were 
we either heretofore chosen or long ago saved: but 
by the only mercy of God and pure grace of Christ 
our Lord, whereby we are in him made to those 
good works that God hath appointed for us to walk 
in. And, although good works cannot deserve to 
make us righteous before God: yet do they so cleave 
unto Faith, that neither can Faith be found without 
them, nor can good works be any where without 
Hanh 

(2.) Let us next hear the Apology of Bishop 
Jewel: which was publicly allowed and received 


* King Edward’s Catech. in Enchir. Theol. vol. i. p. 42— 
44. Perhaps I need scarcely remark, that the phrases Right- 
eous-making and Made righteous, in this Catechism, are equi- 
valent to Justification and Justified. 
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in the reign of Queen Elizabeth when the Angli- 
can Reformation may be viewed as matured and 
completed. 

We say: that Man is born in sin, and that he 
spends his life in sin ; that no one can truly pro- 
mounce his heart to be clean; that even the most 
Just person is an unprofitable servant ; that the Law 
of God is perfect, and requires from us a perfect 
and full obedience ; that, in this life, we cannot pos- 
sibly satisfy it in any manner ; and that there is no 
one, who, by his own strength, can, in the sight of 
God, be justified. Therefore, our only refuge ts 
a betaking of ourselves to the mercy of our Father 
through Jesus Christ, for the purpose of assuredly 
persuading our minds: that he is the propitiation 
for our sins ; that by his blood all our stains are 
washed out ; that he, by the blood of his cross, has 
pacified all things; that he, by that one oblation 
which he once offered on the cross, has perfected all 
things ; and that, for that reason, when he was ex- 
piring, he said, It is finished, as if he wished to 
signify that the price for the sin of mankind was 
now paid.* 1 


* Dicimus: Hominem natum esse in peccato, et in peccato 
vitam agere; neminem posse vere dicere, mundum esse cor 
suum; justissimum quemque servum esse inutilem ; Legem 
Dei perfectam esse, et a nobis requirere perfectam et plenam 
obedientiam ; illia nobis, in hac vita, satisfieri non posse ullo 
modo; neque esse mortalium quenquam, qui possit in con- 
spectu Dei propriis viribus justificari. Itaque, unicum recep- 
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(3.) Let us finally attend to the Catechism of 
Dean Nowel: which was similarly composed 
and authoritatively propounded in the reign of 
Queen Elizabeth. 

Some other plan and mode, rather than that of our 
own merit, by which God may receive us to his favour, 
must be discovered. 

What is that ? 

We must flee to the mercy of God, by which he 


tum nostrum et perfugium esse ad misericordiam Patris nostri 
per Jesum Christum, ut certo animis nostris persuadeamus, 
illum esse propitiationem pro peccatis nostris; ejus sanguine 
omnes labes nostras deletas esse; illum pacificasse omnia san- 
guine crucis suz; illum, unica illa hostia quam semel cbtulit 
in cruce, omnia perfecisse ; et, ea causa, cum animum ageret, 
dixisse, Consummatum est, quasi significare vellet, persolutum 
Jam esse pretium pro peccato humani generis. Ivell, Apol. 
Eccles. Anglican. in Enchir. Theol. vol. i. p. 224, 225. 

As Jewel was professedly writing the Apology of the Church 
of England against the Church of Rome; as the Papists did 
not hold, that man can be justified by works performed prior 
to the reception of grace ; and yet as the romish doctrine was, 
that we can perfectly fulfil the Law after grace has been re- 
ceived, and thence that we are justified by an Inherent Right- 
eousness of our own infused into us through Faith : it is clear, 
that, when he denies the possibility of even a gracious man’s 
perfectly fulfilling the Law, and when he thence asserts that 
no man can be justified in the sight of God by his own proper 
strength; he is directly, on the part of the Church of England, 
controverting the romish notion, lately revived among Protes- 
tant-Catholics by Mr. Knox, that Man is justified by an Inhe- 
rent Righteousness infused into him by God through Faith in 
Christ. 
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embraces us with his love and benevolence, freely in 
Christ, by no merit of our own, and without any 
respect to our works : partly, forgiving us our sins ; 
and, partly, so endowing us with the Righteousness 
of Christ, through Faith in him, that, on account of 
that Righteousness, just as if it were our own, we 
ourselves are accepted. Of the divine clemency, 
therefore, through Christ, we ought to deem it, that 
all our righteousness is accepted. 

Whence do you learn that these things are so ? 

From the Gospel, which contains the promises of 
God through Christ: to which while we adjoin 
Faith, that is a certain persuasion of mind and firm 
trust in the benevolence of God, such as is set forth 
throughout the whole Creed; we fix, as it were, our 
foot, upon what Lf call the possession of his Righte- 
OUSNESS. 

Do you not, then, so pronounce Faith to hold the 
chief place among the causes of this Justification, 
that, by its merit, we are accounted righteous before 
God from our own proper selves? 

By no means : for that were to substitute Faith in 
the place of Christ. But, of this righteousness, the 
fountain is God’s mercy, which flows in upon us 
through Christ. Now this is offered to us through 
the Gospel: and we lay hold of it by Faith, as By a 
HAND. 

You say, then, that Faith is not the causs, but 
the INSTRUMENT, of Justification: inasmuch as it 
embraces Christ who is our Righteousness, uniting 


CHAP. III. | OF JUSTIFICATION. 89 


us to him by so close a conjunction, that it makes 
us partakers of his blessings? 

So it ws. 

But can this righteousness be so separated from 
good works, that he, who possesses the former, can 
want the latter ? 

By no means: for, by Faith, we receive Christ 
as he offers himself tous. Now he not only frees 
us from sin and death, and brings us back into fa- 
vour with God; but likewise, by the divine inspira- 
tion and virtue of the Holy Spirit, he regenerates 
and reforms us to the desire of innocence and sanc- 
tity, which we call newness of life.* 

Ill. We have seen the interpretation, which 
Mr. Knox would put upon the language of the 


* Alia nobis ineunda ratio et via reperienda est, qua nos 
Deus in gratiam recipiat, quam nostro merito. 

Que, tandem, queso ? 

Ad Dei misericordiam confugiendum est, qua gratis nos 
in Christo, nullo nostro merito nec operum respectu, amore et 
benevolentia complectitur: tum peccata nostra nobis condo- 
nans; tum justitia Christi, per Fidem in ipsum, ita nos donans, 
ut ob eam, perinde ac si nostra esset, ipsi accepti simus. Divinz 
ergo per Christum clementiz, justitiam nostram omnem accep- 
tam ferre debemus. 

Unde ista ita esse intelligimus ? 

Ex Evangelio, quod Dei per Christum promissiones conti- 
net, quibus dum Fidem, id est, certam animi persuasionem, et 
stabilem benevolentiz divine fiduciam, qualis jam per totum 
symbolum est descripta, adjungimus, in hujus, quam dico, 
justitiz possessionem, pedem quodammodo ponimus. 

Non ergo, inter hujus justitie causas, Fidem principem 
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Church of England: to prevent yet more effec- 
tually any misapprehension of that language, I 


locum tenere dicis, ut ejus merito, nos ex nobis justi coram 
Deo habeamur ? 

Nequaquam: id enim esset Fidem, in Christi locum, sub- 
stituere. WVerum hujus justitie fons est Dei misericordia, que 
in nos per Christum derivatur. Per Evangelium vero nobis 
offertur: et a nobis, Fide QUASI MANU, prehenditur. 

Fidem, igitur ; non CAUSAM, sed INSTRUMENTUM, esse 
justitie dicis: quod, scilicet, Christum, qui est justitia nostra, 
amplectitur; tam arcta nos conjunctione cum illo copulans, 
ut omnium ejus bonorum participes faciat ? 

Sic est. 

Verum an a bonis operibus ita separari hec justitia potest, 
ut, qui hanc habet, illis careat ? 

Nequaquam: Fide enim Christum, qualem se nobis offert, 
accipimus : ipse vero non modo a peccatis et morte nos liberat, 
et cum Deo in gratiam reducit; sed et, Spiritus Sancti divino 
afflatu et virtute, ad studium innocentiz atque sanctitatis, quam 
vite novitatem appellamus, regenerat atque reformat. Noell. 
Catech. in Enchir. Theol. vol. ii. p. 152—154. 

I. When the Church of England, in her authorised docu- 
ments, thus declares, that Faith is specially the hand or mean 
or instrument whereby the merits of Christ are laid hold of in 
order to our Justification and final Salvation; nay, when, as 
in her Homily on the Passion, she yet further declares, that 
Faith is the ONLY mean and the ONLY instrument which can 
be thus employed: I marvel, that Bishop Bull, as a church- 
man, should, even in the warmth of controversy have roundly 
asserted, that they, who use such language, speak not with the 
Holy Spirit in Scripture. 

Qui jactant Fidei peculiarem instrumentalitatem in Justifica- 
tionis nejotio, cum Spiritu Sancto in Scripturis non loquuntur. 
Te enim obtestor, ut locum monstres, si poteris, ubi Spiritus 
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cannot do better, than subjoin the estimate of it 
formed by the judicious Hooker. 


Sanctus dicit, Fidem esse unicum Justificationis instrumentum : 
qui modus loquendi solus hic a me rejicitur. Exam. Cens. Re- 
spons. ad Animadv. ix. § 1. 

Doubtless it must be admitted, that the Blessed Spirit no 
where says, in so many words, that Faith is the ONLY instru- 
ment of Justification: and, in like manner, if we say that A 
drowning man is drawn out of the water through or by a rope, 
it must be freely admitted, that we do not say, in so many 
words, that The rope in question is the ONLY mean or the ONLY 
instrument of his ‘extraction. Yet, I suppose, it would be 
thought somewhat strange to build an argument upon such a 
circumstance : it would be thought somewhat strange, if any 
one were to deny that the rope was the sole instrument of the 
man’s extraction, on the ground that the precise expression, 
sole instrument, had not been employed. 

IT. It has sometimes been alleged: that since Repentance 
must needs precede and accompany Justifying Faith, we are 
justified through the instrumentality of Repentance as well as 
through the instrumentality of Faith ; and that, since Repent- 
ance thus precedes no less than follows Justification, the deci- 
sion of the English Church, respecting works done before 
Justification not being pleasant to God forasmuch as they 
spring not of Faith in Jesus Christ, must needs, to say the least 
of it, not be taken in the severity of absolute strictness, 

1. This objection [ cannot but deem a mere quibble. 

Repentance is a frame of mind inherent in the very idea of a 
lively Faith, as contradistinguished from the dead Faith, or 
rather the mere speculative uninfluential Belief, of devils and 
bad men: a lively Faith, that is to say, which anxiously lays 
hold of Christ’s merits, in order to Justification in the first 
instance, and in order afterwards to holiness of life and thus to 
final salvation. To say, that such a Faith as this, which 
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The Righteousness, wherein we must be found if 
we will be justified, is not our own. THEREFORE WE 
CANNOT BE JUSTIFIED BY ANY INHERENT QUALITY. 
Christ hath merited Righteousness for as many as 


obviously is the sole Faith that is ever (save by mad Antino- 
mians) deemed the hand or mean or instrument of Justification, . 
may exist and act in an zmpenitent person, is to enunciate a 
direct contradiction in terms. Yet, to assert, that Repentance 
is therefore an instrument of Justification as well as Faith, is 
exactly the same, if I may resort to an illustration which I 
have already employed, as to assert, that the sorrow of a man 
for having ventured into deep water is an instrument of his 
extraction as well as the rope by which he is drawn out. 

2. The strange pestilent notion of a Faith which might justify 
though not preceded by Repentance sprang up even during the 
period of the Reformation. But, strongly as our Anglican Di- 
vines contended, that works done before Justification are not 
pleasant unto God because they spring not from Faith as its 
fruits or product or consequence : they did not, therefore, the 
less insist, that Justifying Faith must, in its very nature, be 
preceded and accompanied by Repentance. 

Our new Evangelists, says the martyred Bishop Hooper, 
have another opinion. They dream of Faith that justifieth, which 
neither Repentance precedes nor Honesty of life follows ; which 
shall be to their double damnation, if they amend not. Hooper’s 
Declaration of Christ and his office, p. 123. 

Here, in exact conformity with the twelfth Article, Holiness 
of life is described as following after Faith that justifieth : 
though Repentance must precede and enter into it, so as in truth 
to be one of its essential characteristics ; without which it would 
be, not Faith acting as an instrument, but mere speculative in- 
operative Belief from the very nature and constitution of which 
any idea of instrumentality is altogether excluded. 
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are found in him. In him, God findeth us, if we 
be faithful: for, by faith, we are incorporated into 
Christ. Then, although in ourselves we be altogether 
sinful and unrighteous: yet, even the man which is 
impious in himself, full of iniquity, full of sin ; him, 
being found in Christ through faith, and having his 
sin remitted through repentance ; him God beholdeth 
with a gracious eye, putteth away his sin by not 
imputing it, taketh quite away the punishment due 
thereunto by pardoning it, and accepteth him in Jesus 
Christ, as perfectly righteous, as if he had fulfilled 
all that was commanded him in the Law. Shall I 
say more perfectly righteous, than if himself had 
fulfilled the Law? I must take heed what I say: 
but the Apostle saith ; God made him to be sin for 
us who knew no sin, that we might be made the 
righteousness of God in him. Such we are, in 
the sight of God the Father, as is the very Son 
of God himself. Let it be counted folly or frenzy 
or fury whatsoever: it 1s our comfort and our 
wisdom. We care for no knowledge in the world 
but this : that Man hath sinned, and God hath suf- 
fered ; that God hath made himself the son of man, 
and that Men are made the Righteousness of God. 

You see, therefore: that the Church of Rome, in 
teaching JUSTIFICATION BY INHERENT GRACE, doth 
pervert the truth of Christ: and that, by the hands 
of the Apostles, we have received otherwise than she 
teacheth. 

Now, concerning THE RIGHTEOUSNESS OF SANCTI- 
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FICATION, we deny it not to be inuERENT. We grant, 
that, unless we work, we have it not: only we dis- 
tinguish it, as a thing different in nature from THE 
RIGHTEOUSNESS OF JUSTIFICATION. We are righte- 
ous, the one way, by the faith of Abraham : the other 
way, except we do the works of Abraham, we are 
not righteous. Of the one, St. Paul: To him, that 
worketh not but believeth, faith is counted for 
righteousness. Of the other St. John: He is 
righteous, which worketh righteousness. Of the 
one, St. Paul doth prove, by Abrahan’s example: 
that we have it of faith without works. Of the other, 
St. James, by Abraham's example: that by works we 
have it, and not only by faith. 

St. Paul doth plainly sever these two parts of 
Christian Righteousness one from the other: for, 
in the sixth to the Romans, he thus writeth. 

Being freed from sin and made servants to God, 
ye have your fruit in holiness ; and the end, ever- 
lasting life. 

Ye are made free from sin, and made servants 
unto God: this is THE RIGHTEOUSNESS OF JUSTI- 
FICATION. 

Ye have your fruit in holiness: this is THE 
RIGHTEOUSNESS OF SANCTIFICATION. 

By the one we are interested in the right of in- 
heriting: by the other, we are brought to the actual 
possession of eternal bliss: and so the end of both is 
everlasting life.* 


* Discourse of Justific. § 6. 
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IV. In short, the Church of England teaches ; 
that the Righteousness of Christ ; appropriated by 
the instrumentality of Faith, ts THE SOLE GROUND 
OF OUR ACCEPTANCE WITH Gop: while Mr. Knox, 
having himself adopted the Romish System which 
makes THE GROUND OF OUR ACCEPTANCE to be our 
own divinely infused Righteousness, would fain 
saddle this unscriptural notion upon a Church 
which determinately rejects it. 


CHAPTER IV. 
THE FATHERS. 


Tue Church of England defines; that We are 
justified THROUGH faith, only on account oF the 
merit of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ, and 
not ON ACCOUNT OF our own works and deservings : 
carefully declaring, however; that Zis RiGHTE- 
OUSNESS OF JUSTIFICATION, which is perfect and not 
our own, will always be followed, in a justified person, 
by the RIGHTEOUSNESS OF SANCTIFICATION which is 
our own and not perfect ; so that, although good 
dispositions and good works be altogether present 
in him that is justified, yet they justify him not alto- 
gether because the office of the RIGHTEOUSNESS OF 
JUSTIFICATION 28 not the office of the RIGHTEOUSNESS 
OF SANCTIFICATION. 

On the contrary, the Church of Rome defines ; 
that We are justified THROUGH OUR OWN INHERENT 
RIGHTEOUSNESS infused into us by God through the 
merit of Christ: declaring, at the same time; not 
only that Good dispositions and good works are 
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present in him that is justified, but likewise that 
They meritoriously justify him being no other than 
the very substance and expression of his own infused 
and inherent Righteousness which is at once the 
RIGHTEOUSNESS OF SANCTIFICATION and the RIGHT- 
EOUSNESS OF JUSTIFICATION™. 


* Justitia nostra dicitur, quia per eam nobis inherentem jus- 
tificamur. Concil. Trident. sess. vi. c. 16. p. 54. 

A Deo nobis infunditur per Christi meritum. Ibid. p. 54. 

Sanctissime passionis merito, per Spiritum Sanctum, charitas 
Dei diffunditur in cordibus eorum qui justificantur, atque ipsis 
inheret. Unde, in ipsa justificatione, cum remissione pecca- 
torum, hec omnia, simul infusa, accipit homo, per Jesum 
Christum cui inseritur, fidem, spem, et charitatem. Ibid. c. 7. 
p. 47, 48. 

Justificatio ipsa—non est sola peccatorum remissio, sed et 
sanctificatio et renovatio interioris hominis per voluntariam sus- 
ceptionem gratia et donorum, unde homo ex injusto fit justus. 
Ibid. c. 7. p. 47. 

Non modo reputamur, sed veré justi nominamur et sumus, 
justitiam in nobis recipientes. Ibid. p. 47. 

Vitam eternam, suo etiam tempore, si tamen in gratia deces- 
serint, consequendam, vere promeruisse censeantur. Ibid, c. 16. 
p. 04. 

Tanta est erga omnes homines Dei bonitas, ut eorum velit 
esse merita, qu sunt ipsius dona. Ibid. p. 54. 

Si quis dixerit, hominis justificati bona opera ita esse dona 
Dei, ut non sint etiam bona ipsius justificati merita; aut ipsum 
justificatum, bonis operibus, que ab eo, per Dei gratiam et 
Jesu Christi meritum cujus vivum membrum est, fiunt, non vere _ 
mereri augmentum gratiz, vitam eternam, et ipsius vite eterne, 
si tamen in gratia decesserit, consecutionem, atque etiam gloriz 
augmentum : anathema sit. Ibid. can. xxxil. p. 60. 


H 
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This decision of the Roman Church, which 
makes Our own Infused and thenceforth Inherent 
Righteousness to be THE GROUND OF OUR ACCEPT- 
ANCE WITH GOD, hasrecently, we have seen, been 
taken up by Mr. Knox: and he advocates it, on 
the specific assertion, that Zhe Doctrine of Fo- 
rensic Justification, as opposed to the Doctrine of 
Moral Justification, was struck out by the Reformers 
of the sixteenth century; alleging, that, Even by 
the honest admission of Mr. Milner himself, the 
Fathers, confounding (for Mr. Milner deems it a 
confusion) the Doctrine of Sanctification with the 
Doctrine of Justification, were ignorant of the 
true Doctrine of Justification, and thence taught 
the very Doctrine, which is enforced by the Church 
of Rome, and which is advocated by Mr. Knov as 
setting forth the genuine Scriptural Verity. 

Here, then, the matter is most satisfactorily 
brought to A PURE QUESTION oF FACT: and, of 
course, we have nothing to do, save mechanically 
to inquire; Whether the alleged Fact can, or can 
not be substantiated. 

I proceed, therefore, to an examination of those 
theological writers, who are usually designated by 
the name of The Fathers of the Church: but, as 
it were almost an herculean labour to scrutinise 
them all, I shall content myself with adducing the 
testimonies of the first and the last, Clement of 
Rome in the first century and Bernard of Clairvaux 
in the twelfth ; inserting, between these two ex- 
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tremes, what may be reasonably deemed a suffi- 
cient number of intermediate witnesses for our 
present purpose. 

I. In the development of this plan, I shall begin 
with calling up the venerable Clement of Rome : 
who, if any one can be justly thought to have been 
well acquainted with the mind of St. Paul, is cer- 
tainly that very person; inasmuch as he is honour- 
ably recorded by the Apostle, as one of his fellow- 
labourers in the Gospel whose names are written 
in the book of life*. 

Let us stedfastly look unto the blood of Christ : 
and let us see how precious unto God is his 
blood; which, being shed oN account OF our sal- 
vation, hath afforded to the whole world the grace of 
repentance}. 

All the ancient fathers descended from Abraham, 
both before the Law and under the Law, were 
glorified and magnified, Nov through themselves or 
through their works of righteous dealing which they 
had performed, but through his will. Therefore, we 
also, being called through his will in Christ Jesus, 
are Not justified through ourselves, NEITHER through 
our own wisdom or understanding or piety or WORKS 
WHICH WE HAVE DONE IN HOLINESS OF HEART, but 


* Philip. iv. 3. 

T ’Arevicwpey ele rd aia ToD Xprorod? Kal wuer, dg ears tirsoy 
TS O€G aia atrod, 3, ti, ia Thy nuetepay cwrypiay exyvbey, waytt 
7H Koopm peravolas yap trqveyxey, Clem. Rom. Epist. ad 
Corinth. i. § 7. 
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through Faith ; Faith, that is to say, through which 
the Almighty God hath justified all that ever lived: 
to whom be glory for ever. Amen. What, then, 
should we do, brethren? Shall we idly depart from 
good deeds: and shall we forsake charity? The 
Lord forbid, that this should ever come upon us ! 
Rather, with intensity and alacrity, let us diligently 
hasten to accomplish every good work*. 

Nothing, [ think, can be more clear and explicit, 
than these two combined statements of Clement. 
Alike they propound, while yet they carefully 
distinguish the one from the other, the point of 
Lvirinsic Justifying Righteousness, and the point 
of Intrinsic Sanctifying Righteousness. 

1. Let us begin with noticing the first statement. 

Now, from this first statement, we clearly learn: 
both the erounp of our Acceptance with God, and 


* Tldyres ovy €dofdcbnoay Kal eueyardtvOncay, ob od: attov, % 
TY epyoy adbtay THs OiKasompayias nS KaTeipyacavto, &hrAw Bice rod 
OerAjuatos atrot. Kal muets ory, Sich Ocdnpatos aitod ev XpiorG 
"Inood Kanbévres, od Os Eautdy dSixasovucba, odde Sim THs NuEeTEepas 
coping,  cvvécéws,  evoeBeiacs, % eoyey dy KaTepyacdueba év 
6asornts Kapdlac, BAAw Sie Tyo mictews? OV ne wavras tos am 

6 mayrokpatwp Oeos edixalwoey® @ értw ddka elo Tods aidvac 
chy aldvev. “Auyy. Th oby rojowuer, adedgol; “Apydowpey amd 
ans ayaborotas Kal éyxatadeirwpey Tyy ayanyy; Mydapes tovre 
edoas 6 deomdtns eg nly yeyernOnvas’ ard omevrwney, METH EKTEVELAS 
Kah mpobuulac, may epyov ayabey emtedeiv. Clem. Rom. Epist. ad. 
Corinth. i. § 32, 33. 

For a full discussion of this passage in answer to Mr. New- 


man, see below Append. Numb. v. § II. 
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the necessity of that Moral Change of heart and 
conduct which is the appointed result of such 
Acceptance. 

In the Primitive Theology of the friend of St. 
Paul, Christ’s blood is declared to have been shed 
ON ACCOUNT OF our Salvation: so that the GRouND 
of our Acceptance is plainly determined to be The 
absolute Meritoriousness of Christ's most precious 
blood-shedding. 

And again, when our Salvation has been thus 
purchased: that same blood, which was its sole 
PROCURING CAUSE meritorious, subsequently and 
in the way of a moral result, affords, unto all, 
the sanctifying grace, which produces (as the 
original word imports) @ change of mind and dis- 
position. 

2. Thus much we learn from the ‘first state- 
ment: we may now, in due order, proceed to a 
consideration of the second, which enters upon 
the specific doctrine of Justification more minutely 
and more particularly. | 

In the second statement, then, we are distinctly 
and successively informed: that neither works 
done before the infusion of Inherent Righteousness, 
nor works done after the infusion of Inherent Right- 
eousness, have any concern in the PROCUREMENT 
of our Acceptance with God; Faith being the 
sole appointed MEDIUM Or INSTRUMENT through 
which, though not on account of which, we claim 
and receive our Justification. 
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(1.) For instance, notwithstanding the force of 
the language which has already been noticed, it 
might peradventure be thought: that, in some 
honourable cases of exemplary good natural con- 
duct; certain previous acts of Morality tend to 
procure and bring about man’s Justification before 
God. 

No, teaches Clement, in the second statement : 
this is a gross error. We are vot justified, either 
through ourselves, or through any thing in us 
which might recommend us to God. Like all who 
have ever lived upon earth, we are justified only 
through Faith. 

(2.) Still, nevertheless, it might be asked: Al- 
though we cannot be justified by works of mo- 
rality done before grace received, may we not be 
justified by an Inherent Righteousness of our 
own infused into us through Faith dy grace re- 
ceived ? 

No, replies Clement: we are not justified even 
through worKS WHICH WE HAVE DONE IN HOLI- 
NESS OF HEART. Through Faith, and through 
Faith alone, we are justified. Nevertheless, when 
justified through Faith, God forbid that we 
should not with all alacrity advance to holiness. 

(3.) The sort of climax, employed by Clement, 
the more strongly to express his sentiments, 1s 
very remarkable. 

We are nor justified through ourselves : that rs to 
say, we are nor justified, either through our own 
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wisdom, or our own understanding, or our own 
piety, or, lastly, through worKS WHICH WE HAVE 
DONE IN HOLINESS OF HEART. 

It is easy enough to determine the ideality of 
wisdom and understanding and piety, as set forth 
in the present passage. They all stand indepen- 
dent of any divine infusion of Holiness: and, 
without an exclusion even of the Jast of them 
when viewed under the aspect of an expression 
of mere natural religion, they may all subsist, as 
our English Article speaks, before the grace of 
Christ and the inspiration of his Spirit *. 

But what are the worRKS DONE IN HOLINESS 
OF HEART, which Clement thus carefully shuts 
out from the office of justifying, quite as much as 
wisdom and understanding and piety ? 

Indisputably, by the very force and tenor of 
his definition of them, they are Works performed 
AFTER the infusion of holiness into the heart by the 
gracious Spirit of God: in other words, they sub- 
stantively constitute that Inherent Righteousness 
which is implanted in man through Faith in Christ 
Jesus +. 


* The idea of natural etcéBaa, as subsisting even among 
Pagans, is well exemplified by Horace in two of his Odes, 
namely lib. i. od. 34, and lib. iii. od. 28. We may all likewise 
remember the everlasting Pius Zineas of Virgil. 

+ The commencement of this sentence originally stood, Jn- 
disputably, by the very force and tenor of their definition: but, 
Mr. Newman having taken ocasion to represent the definition here 
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3. How, then, stands the account, between 
Mr. Knox associated with the Church of Rome, 
and Clement the earliest of the Fathers ? 

Mr. Knox and the Tridentines declare: that 
we are justified by our own Inherent Righteous- 
ness, which we receive, in order to our Justifica- 
tion, by a divine infusion. 

Clement declares: that we are nor justified by 
this same Inherent Righteousness, but through 
Faith ; our Inherent Righteousness being alto- 
gether shut out from the office of justifying, 
though, in the faithful, it will ever follow and 
attend upon their Justification *. 

II. Let us next hear the testimony of Ignatius, 


spoken of as being my property instead of the property of Clement 
himself, I have thought it expedient so to mould the expression as 
to preclude all future possibilty of misapprehension. Neverthe- 
less, even as the sentence originally stood, I should have thought 
anteriorly : that no person could ever have exhibited the definition 
as mine ; and could thence have objected, that I built my evidential 
argument, merely upon an arbitrary definition of my own, and 
not upon the unvarnished text of Clement. Yet, Lregret to say, 
thus has Mr. Newman acted. See below, Append. numb. v. 
§u. 2. (1.) It is Clement himself, who defines the works 
spoken of to be WORKS DONE IN HOLINESS OF HEART: cer- 
tainly not, as Mr. Newman represents the matter, the wicked 
author of The Primitive Doctrine of Justification. 

* Mr. Knox adduces Mr. Milner, as saying of Augustine: He 
perpetually understands St. Paul’s term TO JUSTIFY, of Inherent 
Righteousness, asif it meant Sanctification. And, then, in order 
to get rid of the present decisive passage, he asks: What right 
has he to say, that Clement of Rome uses the term TO JUSTIFY, 
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the disciple of St. John, early in the second 
century. 


in a different sense from that of Augustine? Treatise on Justific. 
Rem. vol.i. p. 283, 285, 

1. Without entering at present into the topic of Augustine’s 
sentiments, we shall find no great difficulty in answering this 
question of Mr. Knox. 

Clement cannot teach the Doctrine of Justification by our 
own Inherent Righteousness, because he himself expressly dis- 
claims it. He tells us: that We are justified through Faith, 
and NOT through the works which we have done even in holiness 
of heart. Now Works done in holiness of heart must, from 
their very character be Works done after the infusion of holt- 
ness into the heart by the grace of God. Therefore, such 
works and such holiness of heart indisputably constitute that 
Infused Inherent Righteousness, by which, according to Mr. 
Knox, we are justified, but by which, according to Clement, 
we are NOT justified. 

Il. A greater than Mr. Knox, Bishop Bull to wit, has taken 
in hand the refractory language of Clement and along with it 
the strictly parallel language of Clement’s illustrious friend 
St. Paul. 

Clement says: We are NOT justified, through THE WORKS 
WHICH WE HAVE DONE IN HOLINESS OF HEART. 

St. Paul says: He did NOT save us, by WORKS THAT ARE 
IN RIGHTEOUSNESS WHICH WE HAVE DONE. 

1. How, then, does the Bishop dispose of the phraseology 
of these two parallel passages ? 

(1.) He tells us: that, in the passage of the Apostle (Titus 
iil, 5.), WE, yuels, is emphatically added to have done, éran- 
cayey, in order to shew, that WE, in our own independent 
strength have done the specified works that are in Righteous- 
ness; and thence to shew, that Works so performed, cannot 
justify us. 

From which he contends: that this by no means excludes 
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Lf you perfectly have faith in Jesus Christ and 
charity which is the beginning and the end of life, 


the position; that they would justify us, if done from Faith, 
and not from our own independent strength. Harmon. Apost. 
Dissert. ii, c. 12. § 3, 7. 

(2.) With the passage of Clement he deals in a similar 
manner. 

Though here there is no alleged emphatic WE, jets, before 
the verb have done xatetpyacdueba: still we are to understand 
the specified works done in holiness of heart, as being works 
which flow from independent free will destitute of the grace of 
God ; and thence we are to argue from them, precisely as the 
Bishop would argue from the parallel words in the passage of 
St. Paul. 

That is to say: in denying, that works, done in holiness of 
heart without the grace of God, are capable of justifying us; 
Clement does not assert, that works of the same character, if 
done with the grace of God, are incapable of justifying us. 
Harmon. Apost. Dissert. ii. c. 12. § 27. 

2. It is marvellous, that such a man as Bishop Bull should 
argue after such a manner. 

(1.) In the first place, the allegation, that the works, spoken 
of by Clement and St. Paul, are works done in our own strength 
and without divine grace is purely gratuitous. 

Not a syllable to that effect does either writer say ; and any 
argument, which might be brought from the presence of the 
pretended emphatic WE in the one passage, is completely nulli- 
fied by its absence from the other passage. 

(2.) And, in the second place, the whole gloss rests upon an 
absolute theological impossibility. 

In an unjustified state, man can perform, by his own un- 
assisted strength, works of ordinary morality or works of social 
goodness. But, by the very terms of the proposition, he can- 
not, in an unjustified state, perform, by his own independent 
strength, works that are done IN HOLINESS OF HEART or works 
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none of these things is hidden from you. For THE 
BEGINNING, INDEED, IS FAITH: AND THE END IS 
cHarity. But these two, evisting in union, are 
of God: and, in order to virtue and goodness of 
life, all other things follow *. 

Study, therefore, to be confirmed in the doctrines 
of the Lord and his Apostles: that, in all things, 
whatsoever you do, you may journey prosperously ; 
both in the flesh and in the spirit, IN FAITH AND 
IN cHARITY, 77 the Son and in the Father and in 
the Spirit, in the beginning and in the end +. 

To me, Jesus Christ is in the place of all ancient 
muniments. or his cross and his death and his 
resurrection and the faith which 1s through him 
are my unpolluted muniments: and, IN THESE, 
THROUGH YOUR PRAYERS, I AM WILLING TO HAVE 
BEEN JUSTIFIED {. 


that are done IN RIGHTEOUSNESS. To intimate, therefore, 
that The Works, spoken of by Clement and St. Paul, are works 
which can be done by man WITHOUT divine grace, is to assert a 
theological impossibility. 

* "Oy oddév AavOdver tutic, ey rTerelws cig “Iyooty Xpiordy 
exnte tTyy alot Kal tHy aydany, qris éotly apxn Coys Kal Tédds. 
"Apyn wey, alaric? Téras 0, aydan. Ta dé ovo, év Evarnts yevomeva, 
@cod goriv’ teu 8€ GrAdka wdvta eig Kadoxgyablay aKxorsvOd éortwy. 
Ignat. Epist. ad Ephes. § 14. 

+ Smrovddlere oty BeBarwOjvas éy Toig Soya tov Kupiov Kat 
tay admwoctiAwy, Wa mavta, toa Tote, Katevodwbyre, capt Kab 
mvetpar, miarer Kai ayann, ey Tig cat Marpt cal év Uvevpars, ev 
&pyy cad ev rédex. Ignat. Epist. ad Magnes. § 13. 
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Under the names of Faith and Charity, the 
latter springing from the former, Ignatius, we see, 
marks, distinctively from each other, the Right- 
eousness of Justification and the Righteousness of 
Sanctification. The first is the beginning of the 
Christian’s life: the second is its end. Yet the 
two, though in order successive, exist inseparably 
in union, each having God for its source. Mean- 
while our Justification is effected, not through 
Charity, but through Faith in the cross and death 
and resurrection of Christ. 

III. Equal in evidential importance with Igna- 
tius is the venerable Polycarp, himself also a 
disciple of the Apostle St. John. 

I rejoiced greatly with you in our Lord Jesus 
Christ, inasmuch as you have taken up the imita- 
tions of true Charity, and have set on their way, 
as it became you, those who were held in bonds 
befitting the saints ; which are the diadems of those 
who are truly elected by God and our Lord: also 
because the firm root of your Faith, declared from 
ancient times, remains even until now, and brings 
forth fruit unto our Lord Jesus Christ who endured 
to submit unto death for our sins ; whom God raised 
up, having loosed the pains of Hades ; in whom 
ye believe, not having seen him; but, beheving, ye 
rejoice with joy unspeakable and full of glory, into — 
orbuphe abret nae Bdvdroc) Kal dimormor acer wan W oderige 


dy adtrad, ev ois Oéhw ey tH mpocevyn tuay SKawbqvar.  TIgnat. 


Epist. ad Philadelph. § 8. 
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which many desire to enter ; knowing, that THROUGH 
GRACE YE ARE SAVED, NOT FROM WORKS, BUT 
BY THE WILL OF Gop, THROUGH JESUS CHRIST. 
Wherefore, having girt up your loins, serve God in 
fear and truth*. 

The statement and arrangement, adopted by 
Polycarp, bear a close resemblance and analogy 
to those which have been employed by Clement. 

In his primitive System of Theology, Charity 
or the Righteousness of Sanctification follows 
after Faith or the Righteousness of Justification, 
Faith bringing forth fruit unto our Lord Jesus 
Christ. 

Nevertheless, teaches Polycarp, through grace 
we are saved by the will of God through Christ, 
Not from works. 

Whence the serving of God in fear and truth, 
or, in other words, the principle and _ practice 


* Suveydpyny tulv peydaws, ev Kupio, yudy “Inco Xpord, deba- 
fevoig TH plunwata TH aAnOods ayamns, Kal mpoTéupaci, we 
éméBarey vuly, todo everAympevovg toig dysompeméor Secpols, ative 
Eats Viadypata Toy dAnORs Urs Oecd Kal rod Kuplou nudy exrereypevov" 
Kab ot:  BeBata tHo wlarews tudy pila, é& apyatev Katayyer- 
Aowevyn Xpoveav, pexps viv Ssapéver, Kal Kapmoqopel cig trév Kupsoy 
quay “Incoty Xpiordv, O¢ tréwevey trep Tov amaptioy nuaoy ews 
Oavarov Katavtncas ov nyepev 6 Ocedc, AVcas tas Bdivas Tov gdov* 
els ov otk iDddvres mictevere, martevovtes d8 dyxAMiaabe Xape aveK- 
Aarnto Kat dedokacmevy, cig Yv WOAA) emibvuototy ciceAbely, eiddrEs 
Ott xapire Cote cerwaopnévor, avK e& epywy, dAAw OeAnuats Beod, ud 
"Inoot Xpictod. Ard avalwoduevas tag Expvac, dovdAevcate TH Oecd 


ev pio kat aarnbetg. Polycarp. Epist. ad Philipp. § 1, 2. 


110 THE PRIMITIVE DOCTRINE [CHAP. IV. 


of the Inherent Righteousness of Sanctification 
infused into us by the Spirit of God after our 
Justification through Faith, ought ever to be pre- 
sent with us, both as the doctrinal conclusion, and 
as the effective consequence. 

TV. Leaving these apostolical men, we find, in 
the next ecclesiastical succession, Justin Martyr : 
who became a convert to Christianity about thirty 
years after the death of St. John, and who 
flourished during the earlier part of the second 
century. 

Isaiah sent you not into a bath, there to wash 
away murder and other sins, whom not even all the 
water of the sea could purify: but, as is likely, this 
of old was the salutiferous ablution, which followed 
those who repented. or no longer, by the blood of 
goats and of sheep or by the ashes of a heifer or by 
oblations of flour, are they purified: but sy Fars, 
THROUGH THE BLOOD OF CHRIST AND HIS DEATH, 
WHO DIED ON THIS VERY ACCOUNT*. 

It was NOT BY REASON OF CIRCUMCISION THAT 
ABRAHAM WAS TESTIFIED OF GOD TO BE RIGH- 
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TEOUS, BUT ON ACCOUNT OF FAITH. or, before 
he was circumcised, it was said of Him: Abraham 
believed in God; and it was imputed unto him for 
righteousness *. 

According to Justin, the office of Faith in 
Christ is at once to justify and to purify: that is 
to say, as a fruit-tree precedes the fruit which it 
bears, and as the Faith of Abraham preceded the 
faithful work of his circumcision ; so, in order of 
time and succession, the Righteousness of Justi- 
fication precedes and is distinct from the Righte- 
ousness of Sanctification. 

V. The Epistle to Diognetus has sometimes 
been ascribed to Justin, and thence is occasion- 
ally printed along with his Works. Its author, 
whoever he might be, probably flourished about 
the same time. But, whether this was or was 
not so, his statement of the Doctrine of Justi- 
fication breathes the very spirit of Primitive An- 
tiquity. 

When our unrighteousness had come to the full, 
and when it was perfectly manifested that punish- 
ment and death might be expected as its wages, and 
when the time was come which God had proposed to 
manifest his own goodness and power: as it was the 


* OLdé yap ABpadm dice ryy mepiromyy Sikaues eivas bwd Tov Oecd 
euaptupynOn, aAda& dice Tyy wiotiv. Tlpd rod yap wepitnOyras avroy, 
elpntas mep) adtod oftwot “Eniorevcey dé tH Oecd “ABpadp, Kal 
Ehoylabn aire eis SKasoovyyy. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. 
p- 250. 
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single love of his exceeding philanthropy, he hated 
us not, nor rejected us, nor remembered our evil 
deeds ; but he long bore with us, himself saying 
that he took upon him our sins. He gave his own 
Son the ransom jor us: the holy, for the trans- 
gressors; the good, for the bad; the just, for the 
unjust ; the incorruptible, for the corruptible; the 
ammortal, for the mortal. For wHat, SAVE HIS 
RIGHTEOUSNESS, COULD COVER oUR sins? IN 
WHOM WAS IT POSSIBLE, THAT WE TRANSGRESSORS 
AND UNGODLY AS WE WERE, COULD BE JUSTIFIED, 
SAVE IN THE SON oF Gop ALONE? O SWEET 
INTERCHANGE! O UNSEARCHABLE OPERATION ! 
OQ UNEXPECTED BENEFITS! THAT THE TRANSGRES- 
SION OF MANY SHOULD BE HIDDEN IN ONE RIGH- 
TEOUS PERSON, AND THAT THE RIGHTEOUSNESS 
OF ONE SHOULD JUSTIFY MANY TRANSGRESSORS. 
Having, then, in former times, demonstrated the 
wmpossibility of our nature to obtain life, and now 
having displayed a Saviour able to save even against 
empossibility, from both considerations he willed us 
to trust his goodness, to deem him our nourisher, 
our father, our teacher, our counsellor, our healer, 
our intellect, our light, our honour, our glory, our 
strength, our life™. 


* "Emel 0€ wemAnpwro pev 4 nueteow Adixia, Kal TEhElws MEPAVEpwTO 
Ort 6 prcbos KodAaoig Ka) Odvatos mpocedoKaro, ABE dé 6 Kaipds dy 
cos mpoebera Avimoy. Qavepioas thy Eavtod ypyoreTyTa Kad dvyapay" 
> trephardovons giravOpwmias pla aydnn, ok eulonoey ues, ovde 
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GKWTATO, OVdE EuYnoTKaKNTEY, aAAa euaKpoOUuncey, NYETKETO, eyo 
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This very fine and eloquent passage speaks 
sufficiently for itself. 

Not a vestige appears in it of any such thing, 
as Justification by an Inherent Righteousness of 
our own infused into us by the Spirit through Faith 
in Christ. All, in every respect, is ascribed to 
the alone Righteousness of the Saviour. Sancti- 
fication is, no doubt, a consequence of Faith: but 
our Sanctification is no where made the pro- 
CURING CAUSE of our Justification on the GRouND 
of our Acceptance with God. 

Nor is even this the whole: although even ¢hzs 
were amply sufficient for our present purpose. 

We may here, if I mistake not, distinctly see 
propounded the Doctrine of Lorensic and Im- 
putative Righteousness, not merely in its lower 
form, but in its very highest form: that form, I 
avTbo, Tas nueTepacs auaptiag dvedeLato adtos Tov idsov vioy anédoro 
AUtpoy brép nudy, roy aytoy trep ayouwy, Tov aKaKxoy twep tay 
kaxdy, tov dixasoy imép Tov Adikwy, tiv &pbaproy tmép roy Qbapray, 
tov &Odvaroy trép tov Ovytdy. Th yup AAO tas dmaptiag quay 
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novyvnOn Karvwar, 4 éxelvov Sixasootyyn 3 Ev tly dixasobqvar dSuvardy 
TOS Ayonoug Nas Kal aoeBels, H ev povy TH Tig rod Oecd; "O 
TIS yAvKelag aytadrayns, ® THs avebiyviderov Onutoupyias, @ TOY 
ampoadoxntwy evepyeriav’ va advouia pey moray ev dSixalw €évi 
KpuBy, SuKasoovyn dé evos ToAAodSs &YoWLaUG SiKkaworn. "Enéybas ovy 
éy prev TB mpoo bev pov tT) adtyatoy THs ueTepas guoews eis Td 
tuxely Conc, viv 8 roy Swrypa deiEas duvarey cbCew Kal Ta advvara’ 
€& augotépwy éBovandy morevery nuds TH XpnotoTyT: attod, adroy 
nyeicbas tpopéa, matépu, didltoKaroy, cvuPovdrcy, tarpoy, vodv, Pac, 
tiyy, dofdy, ioydy, foxy. Epist. ad Diognet. in Oper. Justin. 
Martyr. p. 386. 
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mean, the full establishment of which, on scrip- 
tural testimony, many have thought to be im- 
possible. 

The author speaks of a sweet interchange be- 
tween Christ and the devout believer: and this 
interchange he defines to be, that the transgression 
of many should be hidden in one righteous person, 
and that the righteousness of one should justify 
many transgressors. 

Now I grant, that the precise word imputation 
is not here employed: but I see not, what we 
can reasonably understand by the interchange 
defined as it is here defined, save the forensic 
imputation of our sins to Christ whereby (as the 
Apostle speaks) he became a curse, and the 
forensic imputation of Christ’s Righteousness to us 
whereby (as the same Apostle speaks) we are 
made the Righteousness of God in him. 

VI. Irenéus was partially the contemporary of 
Justin. Like him, he stood in the second suc- 
cession from the Apostles: for, in his youth, he 
was the hearer of Polycarp, the immediate disciple 
of St. John. 

Since the Law was spiritual, it only manifested 
sin: wt did not slay it. Sin reagned, but over man. 
For it behoved, that he, who should begin to slay sin 
and to redeem man liable to the penalty of death, 
should become that very thing which man was : that 
7s to say, should become man. Hence, by sin, he 
was drawn into slavery, and was held by death: in 
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order that sin should be slain by man, and that man 
might go forth from death. For, as, through the 
disobedience of one man who first was fashioned out 
of rude earth, many were made sinners, and for- 
feted life: so it behoved also, that, THROUGH THE 
OBEDIENCE OF ONE MAN WHO FIRST WAS BORN 
FROM THE VIRGIN, MANY SHOULD BE JUSTIFIED 
AND RECEIVE SALVATION™. 

The Lord was not unknown unto Abraham, whose 
day he desired to see ; neither was the Father of the 
Lord unknown to him: for he had learned from the 
Word of the Lord, and believed him. Wherefore 


* Spiritalis enim cum Lex esset, manifestavit tantummodo 
peccatum, non autem interemit. Dominabatur peccatum, sed 
homini. Oportebat enim eum, qui inciperet occidere peccatum 
et mortis reum redimere hominem, idipsum fieri quod erat ille ; 
id est, hominem: quia peccato quidem in servitium tractus 
fuerat, a morte vero tenebatur, ut peccatum ab homine inter- 
ficeretur, et homo exiret a morte. Quemadmodum enim, per 
inobedientiam unius hominis gui primus de terra rudi plasmatus 
est, peccatores facti sunt multi, et amiserunt vitam : ita oportuit 
et, per obedientiam unius hominis qui primus de Virgine natus 
est, justificari multos et percipere salutem. Iren. adv. heer. 
lib. iti. c. 20. 

More than one of the Fathers institute a sort of analogy, in 
virtue of which Christ is said to be born of a virgin, even as 
Adam was born from the rude or untilled or virgin earth. 
Thus, for instance, writes Julius Firmicus. 

Ex virginis terre limo factus, Adam, preevaricatione propria, 
promissam perdidit vitam. Per virginem Mariam ac Spiritum 
Sanctum, Christus, natus, et immortalitatem accepit et regnum. 


Jul. Firm, de Error. Prof. Rel. p. 51. 
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also, by the Lord, it was imputed unto him for 
Righteousness. FaitH, wHicu 1s to Gop, sus- 
TIFIETH A MAN*, 

When Christ came, he accomplished all things : 
and still, in the Church, continues to accomplish the 
New Testament, foretold by the Law, even to con- 
summation. As also the Apostle Paul says in his 
Epistle to the Romans: But now, without the 
Law, the righteousness of God is manifested, 
being testified of by the Law and the Prophets: 
for the just shall live by Faith. But, that THE 
JUST SHALL LIVE By FAITH, had been foretold by 
the Prophets}. 

Thus theologises the venerable Irenéus. 

Instead of inculcating the lofty doctrine of 
Man’s Justification by the infused Quality of his 
own Inherent Righteousness, the primitive Bishop 
of Lyons, we see, teaches: that, As through the 
disobedience of one, many were made sinners and 


* Non incognitus igitur erat Dominus Abrahz, cujus diem 
concupivit videre; sed neque Pater Domini: didicerat enim a 
Verbo Domini, et credidit ei. Qua propter et deputatum est ez 
ad justitiam a Domino. Fides, que est ad Deum, justificat 
hominem, Tren. adv. her. lib. iv. c. 13. 

+ Omnia enim ipse adimplevit veniens: et adhuc implet in 
Ecclesia, usque consummationem, a Lege predictum Novum 
Testamentum. Quemadmodum et Paulus A postolus ejus ait in 
ea, que estad Romanos: Nunc autem, sine Lege, justitia Dei 
manifestata est, testificata a Lege et Prophetis: justus enim ex 
fide vivet. Hoc autem, quoniam Justus ex fide vivet, per Pro- 
phetas preedictum fuerat. Iren. adv. her. lib. iv. c. 67. 
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forfeited life; so, through the perfect obedience of 
one, even Christ, many are justified and receive 
salvation. 

Hence, maintaining the principle of Forensic 
Imputation, he consistently declares; that Fuith 
as wmputed unto the believer for Righteousness : 
and, hence, following the Prophet and the Apostle, 
he likewise declares; that The just, or justified 
person, shall live by Faith*. 

VII. Clement of Alexandria flourished, at the 
lattter end of the second, and at the beginning 
of the third, century: and, in point of eccle- 


* In favour of his own System, Mr. Knox adduces a passage 
from Irenéus, which I here subjoin ; adding only, to render it 
intelligible, the commencement of the sentence. This com- 
mencement, I know not why, Mr. Knox has omitted. He 
begins, in the middie of the sentence, with the word eam: 
which, in the citation, I distinguish by small capitals; marking 
off my own addition with a bracket. 

Traductis igitur omnibus qui nefandas inferunt sententias de 
factore et plasmatore nostro, qui et hunc mundum fabricatus est, 
super quem alius Deus non est; et ipsis ostensionibus eversis, 
his, qui, de substantia Domini nostri et de dispositione quam 
fecit propter hominem suum, falsa docent: predicationem vero 
Ecclesiz undique constantem et equaliter perseverantem, testi- 
monium habentem a Prophetis et ab Apostolis et ab omnibus 
discipulis, quaemadmodum ostendimus, per initia et medietatem 
et finem, et per universam Dei dispositionem, et] EAM, que 
secundum salutem hominis est, solidam operationem, que est in 
fide nostra: quam perceptam ab Ecclesia custodimus, et qua 
semper a Spiritu Dei, quasi in vase bono eximium quoddam 
depositum juvenescens, et juvenescere faciens ipsum vas in ano 
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siastical succession, he stands next to Justin and 
Trenéus. 

Abraham WAS JUSTIFIED, NOT FROM WORKS, 
BUT FROM FAITH. After the end of life, therefore, 
it is no profit to men even though now they shall 
have performed good works, unless they have 
Faith *. 

Wherefore, says the Apostle, Ye have been jus- 
tified in the name of the Lord: that is, if I may so 
speak, YE HAVE BEEN BY HIM MADE TO BE JUST 
EVEN AS HIMSELF: and ye have been tempered, as 


est. Hoc enim LEcclesie creditum est Dei munus, que- 
madmodum ad inspirationem plasmationi, ad hoc, ut omnia 
membra percipientia vivificentur: et in eo disposita est com- 
municatio Christi, id est, Spiritus Sanctus, arrha incorrup- 
tele, et confirmatio fidei nostre, et scala ascensionis ad 
Deum. Iren. adv. her. lib. iii. c. 40. Edit. Nicol. Gallas. 
1570: as cited by Mr. Knox, lib. iii. c. 24. p. 222. Kdit. 
Benedict. 

How this passage is to prove, that the primitive Church 
taught the Doctrine of Man’s Justification by an infused Moral 
Quality of Inherent Righteousness, I am unable to compre- 
hend. Mr, Knox declares, that the passage itself is abundantly 
intelligible. This declaration I do not controvert: but his 
attempt to make it speak, as a witness in favour of his 
System, I have fruitlessly laboured to understand. I can 
make nothing of it. See, however, Treat. on Justific. in Rem. 
vol. i. p. 288. 

* "ABoacp 08 odk e& epywy edikaidOn, aAN ex wictews. Oddev 
ody dgeros atrolc, per ryy TeAeuTyy Tov Plov, Kay edepyeTBs aot 
viv, ef py wioti exo. Clem. Alex. Strom. lib. i. Oper. 
p. 288. 
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most especially according to his power, by the Holy 
Spirit *. 

The language of Clement is remarkable on more 
accounts than one. 

1. According to the testimony of this ancient 
ecclesiastic, we are justified, wor from Works, 
but from Faith: and so efficacious and complete 
is this our Justification, that, in the estimate of 
God, we are thereby made, so to speak, or how- 
ever bold such a form of speech may appear, 
righteous even as Christ himself is righteous. 

When Clement thus wrote, I think it evident, 
that the forensic idea of Imputation must have 
been present to his mind; for, under no other 
aspect, could the righteousness of the justified 
believer, without an absurdity of arrogance too 
flagrant to be tolerated for a single moment, be 
equalled to the perfect Righteousness of Christ. 

Here, then, distinctly propounded, we have the 
imputative Righteousness of Justification: and, 
next, as its consequent, no less distinctly pro- 
pounded, we have the inherent Righteousness of 
Sanctification. Ve have been tempered, says Cle- 
ment, as most especially according to his power, by 
the Holy Spirit. 

2. Iam greatly mistaken, if both Hooker and 


* Aimep, “EtixaimOnre, gyot, TH dvopats Tod Kupiov. *EnosqOyte, 
> eimety, ta’ adrod, Oikasos elvas do adtds' Kal, TO Lvevpat: 7H 
“Ayl@, 0S ey padhiota Kara dwvamy, avexpaOyre. Clem. Alex. 

ye le yk pabn 
Strom. lib. vii, Oper. p. 752. 
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the Homilist of Justification had not the remarkable 
phraseology of Clement present in their recollec- 
tion, when they expressed themselves with such a 
curious similarity of language. 

Such we are, in the sight of God the Father, says 
Hooker, as is the very Son of God himself. 

Christ, says the old writer of the Sermon of 
Salvation, is now the Righteousness of all them that 
truly believe in him. He, for them, paid their 
ransom by his death: for them, he fulfilled the law 
in his life. So that now, in him and by him, every 
true christian man may be called a fulfiller of the 
law: forasmuch as that, which their infirmity 
lacked, Christ’s Justice hath supplied*. 

VIII. We may next descend to Cyprian, who 
flourished in the middle of the third century or 


* The Homilist, though he does not absolutely say that the 
Righteousness of Christ is imputed to the believer, certainly, 
like Clement and Hooker, employs language which seems to 
imply the acknowledgment of that Rationalé or Principle of 
Justification. 

Christ, says he, is the Righteousness of all them that truly 
believe in him. In him, and by him, every true christian man 
may be called a fulfiller of the law. 

Is this language intelligible on any other ground, than the 
Imputation of Christ’s Righteousness to the believer? Could 
Mr. Knox, or any follower of Mr. Knox, on their principles 
adopt it? J think not: for observe, though every true chris- 
tian man is called a fulfiller of the law, he is so called only 
IN CHRIST; Christ, meanwhile, being declared to be the 
RIGHTEOUSNESS of all true believers. 
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about some thirty or forty years later than Cle- 
ment of Alexandria. 

It is written, that The just liveth by Faith. Jf 
THOU ART JUST AND LIVEST BY FAITH, ?f thou truly 
believest in God: why, since thou art about to be 
with Christ, and since thou art secure of the pro- 
mise of the Lord, dost thou not joyfully welcome the 
circumstance that thou art called unto Christ ; and 
why dost thou not congratulate thyself, that thou 
hast no portion in Satan*. 

What person was more a Priest of the Most 
High God, than our Lord Jesus Christ: who 
offered a sacrifice unto God the Father, and who 
offered the very same sacrifice that Melchisedek 
offered; that is, bread and wine, his own body and 
blood to wit. And that precedent benediction, re- 
specting Abraham, pertained to our people. For, 
Ir ABRAHAM BELIEVED IN GoD, AND IT WAS 
IMPUTED UNTO HIM FOR RIGHTEOUSNESS: THEN 
EACH ONE, WHO BELIEVES IN GOD AND WHO 
LIVES BY FAITH, IS FOUND TO BE A RIGHTEOUS 
PERSON; AND LONG SINCE, IN FAITHFUL ABRA- 
HAM, IS SHEWN TO BE BLESSED AND JUSTIFIED. 
This the blessed Apostle Paul demonstrates, when 
he says: Abraham believed in God, and it was 


* Scriptum est enim, justum fide vivere. Si justus es, et 
fide vivis, si veré in Deum credis: cur non, cum Christo 
futurus et de Domini pollicitatione securus, quod ad Christum 
voceris, amplecteris; et, quod diabolo careas, gratularis ? 
Cyprian. de Mortalit. Oper. vol. i. p. 157. 
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imputed unto him for righteousness. Ve know 
therefore, that those who are of faith, are the sons 
of Abraham. But Scripture, providing that Gop 
JUSTIFIES THE NATIONS FROM FAITH, foretold to 
Abraham, that in him should all nations be blessed. 
Therefore, those, who are of Faith, are blessed with 
faithful Abraham*. 

Cyprian accurately distinguishes, between The 
being justified through an Imputation of Faith, and 
The Living by Faith as in the possession of an 
Inherent Righteousness of Sanctification which fol- 
lows after the Faith that justifies. 

Through Faith, he tells us, the nations, like 
faithful Abraham, are justified: and, since Abra- 
ham is thus adduced as a pattern, and since this 
very Abraham himself is distinctly said by the 


* Nam quis magis Sacerdos Dei Summi, quam Dominus 
noster Jesus Christus: qui sacrificium Deo Patri obtulit, et 
obtulit hoe idem quod Melchisedech obtulerat; id est, panem 
et vinum, suum scilicet corpus et sanguinem? Et, circa Abra- 
ham, benedictio illa praecedens ad nostrum populum pertinebat. 
Nam, si Abraham Deo credidit, et deputatum est et ad jus- 
titiam: utique quisque Deo credit et fide vivit, justus invenitur, 
et jampridem in Abraham fideli benedictus et justificatus osten- 
ditur ; sicut beatus Apostolus Paulus probat, dicens: Credidit 
Abraham Deo, et deputatum est ei ad justitiam. Cognoscitis 
ergo, quia, qui ex fide sunt, hi sunt filii Abrahe. Providens 
autem Scriptura, quia ex fide justificat gentes Deus, pranun- 
ciavit Abrahz, quia benedicentur in illo omnes gentes. Igitur, 
qui ex fide sunt, benedicti sunt cum fideli Abraham. Cyprian. 
Epist. xin. Cecil. Oper. vol. ii. p. 149. 


CHAP. Iv. | OF JUSTIFICATION. 123 


Apostle to have been justified by Faith before he 
performed any good work; Cyprian can only be 
understood as teaching, that we are justified by 
Faith, that we are not justified by any works of 
Inherent Righteousness which follow after jus- 
tifying Faith. 

IX. The great Athanasius lived and wrote 
and acted through all the middle part of the 
fourth century. Let us now attend to his tes- 
timony. 

Nor FROM THESE, BUT FROM FAITH, A MAN IS 
JUSTIFIED; as also was Abraham. Having thus 
discussed such points, the Apostle shews again: 
that, in no other manner, can there be redemption 
and grace to Israel and to the Gentiles, except the 
original sin, which through Adam passed unto all, 
be loosed. But this, says he, can be blotted out 
through no other than through the Son of God, 
through whom even from the beginning the curse 
was pronounced. Lor it was impossible, that any 
other should loose this transgression.—Thus, as 
through one man sin entered into the world: thus 
also, through one man, grace came upon all*. 


* Ob yap ex tovtTwy, GAN ex miatews, SikasdTas THs, KabdTEp Kat 
"ABpanp. Tatra ottws katarKxevdcas, amodeinvucs mahiv, Ott GAAws 
ovK ay yévorto AUTpworg Kal Xdpic TH "IopayA Kat tors Overy, ef wy 
AvOR n dpyala cpaptia 4 dice rod “Add eis Amavtas yevouevy. AV 
adrov d€ tatrny wy Svvdcbas eEaripOqvat, pyc, _ Sic Tod Tiod rod 
@cod, dV ob Kal é& apxns 1 Karapa yéyover. Ov yap duvaroy Ay &AAoy 
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It is necessary, therefore, it is necessary, to be- 
lieve the Holy Scriptures, to confess him who is the 
Jirst-frut of us, to celebrate the philanthropy of him 
who assumed our nature, to be struck with wonder 
at the great dispensation, to fear not the curse 
which is from the Law: for Christ hath redeemed 
us from the curse of the Law. Hence, THE FULL 
ACCOMPLISHMENT OF THE LAW, WHICH WAS MADE 
THROUGH THE FIRST-FRUIT, MUST BE IMPUTED TO 
THE WHOLE Mass; and we must learn to know that 
which is fitting and that which follows. If the 
bare Deity exclusive of the Humanity were the 
person who fulfilled the Law, which it is not fitting 
to say: then no other Substance partook of that 
right accomplishment. But, since our flesh is con- 
Sessedly acknowledged in him who fulfilled the Law : 
the just boasting of our race is openly displayed, so 
that it could fearlessly trample upon the sting of 
death ; inasmuch as that sting has no longer power 
over the nature, whereof the first-fruit participating 
hath trampled upon it and blunted it, and hath 
enabled all believers to say: O death, where is thy 
sting ; O grave, where is thy victory* ? 


Koopoy eionrbev? ottws Kal, ds Evdo avOpemov, eis mavtas avOpdmovs 
n xapc yevnras. Athan. Synops. Sacr. Script. lib. vii. in Epist. 
ad Rom. Oper. vol. ii. p. 125. 

* "Avaykaioy ovv, ayayKaiey, mioretoas tals dylass ypapais, 
omoroyicas thy €& quay amapyny, Sodcar tay ToD AuBdvtos Pidav- 
Opwmiav, exnraynvasr td Oatua rhs meyaans oikovoriac, wy dedaKévas 


Thy €k vomou Kardépay' Xpirrds yap yaas eEnyopacey ex ths KaTdpas 
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1. In the first of these two important passages, 
Athanasius clearly propounds each of those vital 
doctrines of the Gospel: the Righteousness of 
Justification; and the Righteousness of Sancti- 
fication. 

Through Faith alone, and not from Works, 
aman is justified: but, when he shall have been 
thus justified, the taint of original sin, all impu- 
tation of it to the sinner having been done 
away through Christ’s Righteousness, is gradually, 
though in this world never perfectly, subdued 
and mortified and abated in the progress of his 
Sanctification. 

2. Thus excellently theologises Athanasius in 
the first of the two passages. But, in the 
second, he advances yet further: and points out, 
what, in his judgment, is the true rationale of 
Justification. 

Christ, he tells us, the first-fruit of the whole 


Tov vouov’ Thy TANpwooiw Tov vouov, THY Sie THs amapyns yevoueryy, 
Aw Aoyilecbar TH Qupdwats® yiwdoKey To mpemdy Kal To axdrovboy’ 
ott, Qeod yuuvod roy vopoy wAnpdaavros, drep od Kal Aéyew dpuddioy, 
obk qy GAAny otclay peréyery Tod KaTopbduaros, capKds d€ THs éF 
nay ey @) wAnpwooavts Tov vouov yrvwpilomerys, avapalveras Tod 
yévoug Th Katynua, wo KatTamarely adeBs Tod Oaydrov +d KEvTpoY, 
ola pnkéTs Xepay eyov Kat& THs Qloews, NS | amapXy mpoAaPodoa 
karenarnce Kal nuBavve, Kal waar d€doxe Tolg micrevovos A€yey* 
Tlot cod, Odvate, td Kévrpov; mov cot, ady, ro vixos; Athan. adv. 
eos qui damno afficiunt genus nostrum, eo quod negant, Ser- 
vatorem ex natura nostra sumpsisse primitias. Oper. vol. ii. 
p- 270. 
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harvest of believers, perfectly fulfils, on their 
behalf, all the requisitions of the moral Law: 
and when this work has been accomplished ; 
then the perfect Obedience of the first-fruit, or 
the complete and immaculate Righteousness of 
Christ, is imputed, as if their own, to the whole 
mass. 

Here, then, even in mood and form, we have 
the Doctrine of Forensic or Imputative Justification 
distinctly set forth and maintained. 

Nor doth Athanasius take only that somewhat 
lower view of the dogma, in which Faith only is 
beheld, according to the precise words of Scrip- 
ture, as the matter imputed to the sinner in the 
place of Righteousness: on the contrary, he 
takes the very highest view of the forensic 
process, in which the perfect Righteousness of 
Christ, who fulfilled the entire moral Law on our 
behalf, is beheld as imputed to the whole collec- 
tive body or assemblage of the redeemed; while, 
conversely, through the imputation of our sins to 
him, he is, for us, made or deemed a curse, in the 
presence of God the Father. 

We need now, says he, no longer fear the curse 
which is from the Law: for, from the curse of the 
Law, Christ hath redeemed us. Hence, to the 
whole mass of believers, must be imputed that Full 
Accomplishment of the Law, which was made 
through the first-fruit of the spiritual harvest, even 
Christ our Righteousness. 
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X. Partly contemporary with, and partly a few 
years later than, Athanasius, flourished Cyril of 
Jerusalem, the author of a series of Catechetical 
Lectures upon the leading catholic doctrines of the 
Church. 

The discourse concerning Faith would be long, so 
that the space of a whole day would not be sufficient 
for us. Let Abraham, then, alone, out of the types 
of the ancient Law, be enough, since WE ARE MADE 
HIS SONS THROUGH FAITH. Se was justified, not 
only from works, but from Faith. or he did 
many righteous actions: and yet he was not called 
the friend of God, save when he believed, and when 
all his works were done according to Faith. On 
account of Haith, he left his parents: on account 
of Faith, he left his native country and his habita- 
tion. AS, THEREFORE, HE WAS JUSTIFIED: SO 
THOU LIKEWISE MUST BE JuSTIFIED.—In the like- 
ness of his Faith, then, we come into the adoption 
of Abraham; and afterward, through Faith, we 
receive, similarly with himself, the spiritual zeal ; 
being circumcised by the Holy Spirit, through the 
washing of regeneration, not in the uncircumcision 
of the body, but in the heart.—O the mighty philan- 
thropy of God! To give satisfaction through a 
course of righteousness might require many years. 
But, what is gained by righteousness through a 
long course of just dealing, Jesus freely gives in a 
single hour. For, 1f THOU WILT BELIEVE THAT 
THE Lorp Jesus 1s THE CHRIST AND THAT GOD 
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HAS RAISED HIM UP FROM THE DEAD, THOU SHALT 
BE SAVED AND SHALT BE TRANSLATED INTO PARA- 
pisE. Wherefore, since he conducted the thief into 
Paradise, doubt not whether it be possible: for he, 
who, in a single hour, saved the believing thief in 
that holy Golgotha, will also save thee, provided 
thou believest*. 

BEGIN FORTHWITH TO DO THESE GOOD DEEDS 5 
AND PERSEVERE IN THE FAITH: Jest, wishing to buy 
oil like the foolish virgins, thou shouldest be shut 
out. Trust not in the mere circumstance of having 
a lamp, but keep it burning. Jiet the light of thy 

* Kal words 6 wept tH miotews Adyos, Kal odK apKeTog uly 6 mas 
THs ucpacs Sinyousevors ypoves. Adtapxys dé réws uly erro Tay 
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"x mlotews’ ToAAd pev yap Kataepbwoev’ GAN obde MOTE Pidrog Ocod 
"KANON, GAN ore émlotevce, Kat way O€ epyoy atrod Kata mloty 
tetéherras. Karédume yoveag Oe miotiv’ Katédimey matpida Kat 
xdpay Kat oixlay Side ryyv aiotiv. “Oaomep ovy exeivos édixasdOy, 
Kat ov OixaoOnts.-—TH molvey buodryt: tho wlotews, ec vioberiay 
Epxomeba rod "ABpadu* Kal tore wev, Tyy wlativ, Guotws exelvm THy 
mvevpatikyy AapBavopev oppayita, “Aylo Tvevuars dic rod Aovrpod 
MEplTEUYe EVOL, OD THUATOS TYY aKpoBLETiay, GAAA Thy Kapdiay — 
7 peyaarys @ecd giravOpwaias. OF dékasor prev yap év moddois 
ereciy etypeotyncay. “Omep dé éxeivos Os epevvycews, moray éTaY 
Katopbacayres, extycavto, Tocodto voy “Incods Sich pits wpag xXapi- 
Ecerar. "Eey yap miorevons, O41 Kupsog “lyoots Xpioros, Kou OTL 6 
eds yespey adtov ex vexpoy, cobyon Kal wetateOnoy eis Tov Tapa- 
Seroov. ‘Yard rovTo Anoryy eis mapddercoy eicayaydytos, Kal jay 
amarnans eb Suvardy dori? 6 yap Toy Anaryy Sia midis Spas miorev- 
TaYTa choas ev TH adyiw tovrTw Toryoba, 6 aitds Kal ce TicTEvTAYTA 


diaceoces. Cyril. Hieros. Catech. v. p. 40, 41, 42, 43. 
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good works shine before men, lest on account of thee 
Christ should be blasphemed*. 

Praise the Lord of all good things, saying: 
When the goodness and philanthropy of the Saviour 
God appeared, not from WoRKS WHICH ARE IN 
RIGHTEOUSNESS THAT WE HAVE DONE, but accord- 
ing to his mercy, he saved us through the laver of 
regeneration and the birth from above of the Holy 
Ghost, which he poured forth upon us richly 
through Jesus Christ our Lord; that, BEING JUS- 
TIFIED BY HIS GRACE, we might become heirs ac- 
cording to the hope of eternal life. + 

1]. In the regular order of these three several pas- 
sages, Cyril, first, teaches his Catechumens ; that, 
after the example and pattern of Abraham, they 
must be justified by Faith, and not merely by 
Works: but he carefully adds; that, when they 
shall have been thus justified, they must receive, 


* "HOy totvey apbas rod epyaterOa tatra, cal émlweve rH aloes 
UN, Kate Teg prwpas naupOévors péAAwy ayopatew Td eAaiov, a&mo- 
Krewc Ons. My Oaponons, ors povoy Katéyers Tyy Aapmdda’ aA 
Siatnpnroy attyy Kawoueryy, Aaprparo cov Td POs TaY KaAdY epywy 
eumpocbey tay avOparav, cat wy Brac pyetcOw die oe 6 Xpiords. 
Cyril. Hieros. Catech. xv. p.172. 

t Toy rv ayabdy xvpiov aivecate, Aéyovres? “Ore 32 » ypyorterys 
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iva, Sixaswbévres tH adrod yxepiti, KAnpovouor yevducba kar’ érnida 
Cars aiwviov. Cyril. Hieros. Catech. xviii. p, 226. 

K 
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through the figurative circumcision of the heart, 
the spiritual seal of Sanctification. 

2. On this important point, he, yet further, 
explains to them the true catholic doctrine, by 
adducing, both the case of the penitent thief, and 
the parable of the ten virgins. 

Were complete Righteousness possible on the 
part of any human being, still a long course of 
years would be necessary for its development and 
practical exemplification. But God, as his loving 
mercy was shewn toward the thief on the cross, 
can instantaneously justify and save us through 
faith, ere we have performed a single deed of in- 
fused and inherent Righteousness. 

Nevertheless, we are not to abuse this doctrine, 
to purposes of either carelessness or of licentious- 
ness. If we claim to persevere in Faith, we must 
by good works shew the reality of our perse- 
verance. For our final acceptance, we must not 
deem it sufficient to have received the lamp of 
Extrinsic Justifying Righteousness ; while, to our 
Faith, we refrain from adding its proper and legi- 
timate produce of good Works: but we must trim 
it, and keep it brightly burning, with the oil of 
Inherent Sanctifying Righteousness. In a word, 
though the Righteousness of Sanctification is pos- 
terior to and distinct from the Righteousness of 
Justification: even as the oil, which makes the 
lamp useful, is posterior to and distinct from the 
lamp itself; yet, for all beneficial purposes, the 
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one must never be separated from the other ; 
so that, while the office of justifying appertains 
not to the dispositions and works of Inherent 
Righteousness, those dispositions and works are 
all present together in him that is justified. 

3. Lastly, he removes all doubt as to his senti- 
ments, by appropriating the words of the Apostle, 
and by exhorting his catechumens to confess ; 
that God hath saved them, not from their works 
that are even in righteousness or from works which 
spring out of their own infused and inherent holi- 
ness, but only according to his mercy ; inasmuch 
as they are justified freely by his grace, and thence 
have become heirs according to the hope of eter- 
nal life. 

XI. Basil of Cesaréa lived contemporaneously 
with Cyril of Jerusalem, his labours extending 
through a large portion of the latter half of the 
fourth century. 

An eternal rest remains to those, who, in the 
present life, have wrestled LEGITIMATELY: which 
REST IS NOT GIVEN, ACCORDING TO THE DEBT OF 
WORKS, IN THE WAY OF JUST RETRIBUTION ; BUT 
IS BESTOWED, ACCORDING TO THE GRACE OF AN 
ABUNDANTLY BOUNTIFUL Gop, TO THOSE WHO 
HAVE HOPED IN HIM. * 


3 Tpoxerras yap ayamaver, aiwvia, toils vouimws Toy evTadba 
Biabajoac, Bley’ od Kara apelrnua tay epywy amodedouevy, &AKX 
KaTa Xap TOD weyarodadpov Oecd rols eig avtoy HAmiKéol mapEexomery. 
Basil. Homil. in Psalm. civ. Oper. p. 310. 

K 2 
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This is the true elevation of man; this is his 
glory and greatness: truly to know that which is 
great, and to adhere to it, and to seek glory from 
the Lord of gloru. The Apostle says: Let him, 
that glorieth, glory in the Lord ; declaring, that 
Christ is made unto us of God wisdom and right- 
eousness and sanctification and redemption, 7 
order that, as it is written, Let him that glorieth 
glory in the Lord. For THIs 1s THE TRUE AND 
PERFECT GLORYING IN GOD, WHEN A MAN IS NOT 
LIFTED UP ON ACCOUNT OF HIS OWN RIGHTEOUS- 
NESS, BUT HAS KNOWN HIMSELF TO BE WANTING 
IN TRUE RIGHTEOUSNESS AND TO BE JUSTIFIED BY 
FAITH ALONE IN Curist. And Paul glories, in 
that he despises his own Righteousness, and seeks 
the Righteousness which is through Christ, even 
the Righteousness which is from God in Faith, to 
know him and the power of his resurrection and 
the fellowship of his sufferings, being conformed to 
his death, if by any means he might attain unto the 
resurrection of the dead. Here, all the elevation of 
pride falls to the ground. Nothing is left unto thee 
Jor boasting, O man: inasmuch as thy whole boast- 
ing and hope consist, in the mortification of thy 
own will, and in living henceforth the life which ts 
in Christ. The first-fruits of this we have in the 
present time: for we live altogether in the grace 
and free gift of God.—Thou hast not known God 
through Righteousness on thy part; but God hath 
known thee on account of his goodness : — thou 
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hast not apprehended Christ through thy virtue ; 
but Christ hath apprehended thee through his 
coming *. 

So far as the attestation of Basil is concerned, 
the hinge upon which turns the whole force of 
any evidential argument, is this: Whether Basil 
denies, that man is justified by works done AFTER 
the Infusion of Divine Grace ; or Whether he only 
denies, that man is justified by works done BEFORE 


the Infusion of Divine Grace t. 
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+ The valuable friend to whom, I have already referred, has 
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If his denial extends only to the /atter class of 
works: then any adduction of his testimony is 
wide of the mark and altogether irrelevant; be- 
cause all are agreed, that Works done BEFORE 
the Infusion of Divine Grace do not justify. 

But, if his denial relates to the former class of 
works: then his testimony is full to the point, 
and bears directly against the speculation of Mr. 
Knox and the Church of Rome; because they 
contend, in opposition to the Churches of the 
Reformation, that Works done arrrer the Infusion 
of Divine grace are the true procuring Ground or 
Cause of man’s Justification and Acceptance. 

Now, in each of the two passages which have 
been cited, so far as I can judge of their drift and 
tenor; Basil is speaking of our Moral State, not 
BEFORE, but arrer, our reception of the Grace of 
Christ and the Inspiration of his Spirit. 

Therefore, if my estimate of them be correct, he 
is speaking of that precise Inherent Righteousness 
divinely infused through Faith into the renewed 
man: which Hooker and the Church of England 
describe, as constituting our Sanctification ; but 


doubted the accuracy of my inference from the language of 
Basil: the inference, I mean, that Basil is speaking of our 
moral state, not BEFORE, but AFTER, our conversion. 

Believing my inference to be correct, I have recast my com- 
ment upon the two passages, in order, if possible, to express 
my reasoning more clearly and distinctly than I did in the first 
edition of this Work. 
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which Mr. Knox and the Church of Rome de- 
scribe, as constituting our Justification and as 
being the true Ground of our Acceptance with 
God. 

Hence, unless I wholly misapprehend him, 
Basil, in each of these same two passages, di- 
rectly contradicts Mr. Knox and the Church of 
Rome. For, instead of teaching us, with them ; 
that Our Inherent Righteousness is the Ground of 
our Acceptance with God: he, in effect, teaches 
us; that, In regard to the Ground of our Ac- 
ceptance with God, we are not justified by any 
personally Inherent Righteousness, which, AFTER 
our conversion from a state of nature to a 
state of grace, is divinely infused into us from 
Heaven. 

1. Taking the two passages, then, in order, let 
us begin with carefully weighing the import of the 
first of them. 

An eternal rest, says Basil, remains for those, 
who, in this present life, have WRESTLED LEGITI- 
MATELY. 

Now what are we to understand by the term 
LEGITIMATELY, which, in conjunction with the 
term wresTLED, Basil here emphatically em- 
ploys ? 

His use of the two terms, thus combined to- 
gether, clearly shews: that he refers to, and 


adopts as his own, a well known declaration of 
St. Paul. 
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Lf a man also wrEstLE, he is not crowned, un- 
less he WRESTLE LEGITIMATELY *. 

But, as it distinctly appears from the inspired 
context, the idea, which St. Paul professes to 
convey by the phrase of WRESTLING LEGITIMATELY, 
is that of wrestling and enduring hardship as a good 
soldier of Jesus Christ t. 

Now such wrest ine is plainly, even in terms, 
a development of our Moral State, not BEFORE, 
but arrer, our conversion: for it is a develop- 
ment of our Moral State, arreR we have become 
good soldiers of Jesus Christ, and specifically as 
or IN THE QUALITY oF his good soldiers. 

Consequently, the word LEGITIMATELY, as used 
by the Apostle, shews: that he is speaking, not 
of Secular Virtue ANTECEDENT to conversion, but 
of that Inherent Righteousness, which, AFTER con- 
version, is divinely infused into the renewed man 
through Faith in Christ. 

Such being the case, Basil, who is indisputably 
adopting the phraseology and referring to the 
declaration of St. Paul, cannot but be speaking of 
this same Inherent Righteousness which the good 
Spirit of God infuses into a man arrer his con- 
version. 

What, then, is the view, which he takes, of 
this Inherent Righteousness, or of this Legi- 

* *Edy 82 xal A@AHs tic, of ctegavoitra édy wy NOMIMOQE 
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timate Wrestling, as a good soldier of Jesus 
Christ ? 

He, very correctly, deems it a necessary Qua- 
LIFICATION for eternal rest: but then he, no less 
correctly, denies it to be the GROUND or PRo- 
CURING CAUSE Of our Justification and Acceptance 
with God. 

An eternal rest remains to those, who, in the 
present life, have WRESTLED LEGITIMATELY : which 
rest 1s Not given, according to the debt of works, in 
the way of just retribution ; but is bestowed, accord- 
ing to the grace of an abundantly bountiful God, to 
those who have hoped in him. 

The works, here spoken of, are the works, not 
of persons who have never embraced the Faith of 
Christ and who as yet are unconverted, but of 
persons who have been wrestling legitimately and 
who have been enduring hardship as good soldiers 
of Jesus Christ. Yet, according to Basil, eternal 
rest is NOT given even on account of these works, 
in the way of just retribution. 

2. Exactly the same strain runs through the 
second of the two passages. 

This, says he, is the true and perfect glorying in 
God, when a man is not lifted up on account of HIS 
OWN RIGHTEOUSNESS, but has known himself to be 
wanting in TRUE RIGHTEOUSNESS and to be justified 
by ONLY FAITH IN Curis. 

Here, the deficiency of man in TRUE RIGHTE- 
OUSNESS is distinctly stated: and, in opposition to. 
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any idea of his being justified on the ground of 
his own Imperfect Integrity, his Justification by 
ONLY FAITH IN CuristT is strenuously, even in so 
many words, insisted upon. 

Now, by TRUE RIGHTEOUSNESS, we must inevi- 
tably understand the Inherent Righteousness of 
Divine Infusion: for no other Righteousness is 
true Righteousness. Yet Basil allows not even 
this true, though defective, Righteousness, to be 
the Ground of man’s Justification before God. 

From such premises, the pious Father’s conclu- 
sion is obvious and irresistible. 

Thou hast not known God, through Righteous- 
ness on thy part; but God hath known thee, on 
account of his goodness: thou hast not apprehended 
Christ, through thy virtue ; but Christ hath ap- 
prehended thee, through his coming *. 


* The second of the two passages, which I have cited from 
Basil, is quoted by Mr. Knox, save with the omission of the 
middle sentence beginning Ka: xavyéras and of the last sentence 
beginning Od cd ctv, for the purpose of evidentially establish- 
ing his favourite doctrine of Man’s Justification by an infused 
Moral Quality of Inherent Righteousness. 

He admits, that the beginning of that passage apparently 
supports the doctrine of Forensic or Imputative Justification : 
but all that follows, he asserts, DEMONSTRATES, that Inherent 
Justification was decidedly that which Basil meant to express. 
Treatise on Justific. in Rem. vol. i. p, 286 —288. 

I. Mr. Knox simply quotes, what he styles all that follows. 
Not a syllable of probative comment does he append to it, for 
the purpose of shewing HOw it effects the asserted demonstra- 
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XII. Ambrose flourished during the latter part 
of the fourth century: and thus, in point of 
chronological allocation, immediately succeeds 
Basil. 


tion, He contents himself with saying, that it DEMONSTRATES 
Basil to have meant to express Inherent Justification, though 
he seems all the while to be talking, as plainly as man can talk, 
of Forensic or [mputative Justification. 

I have sedulously attempted to discover where the DEMON- 
STRATION lies: but I have totally failed of success. I must 
rest satisfied, therefore, with the admission of Mr. Knox, that, 
in the commencement at least of the passage, Basil apparently 
supports the doctrine of Imputative Justification, even as much 
as the Roman Clement apparently supports it. For the word 
apparently, a plain man will perhaps incline to substitute the 
word really. 

I]. Upon this passage of Basil and upon a passage of 
Tréneus noticed above (see chap. iv. § VI. note), rests the 
whole of Mr. Knox’s evidence from the Fathers. On the 
strength of these two passages, the one nothing to his purpose 
and the other most palpably hostile to him, associated with a 
strangely inaccurate acknowledgment of Mr. Milner, we are 
required to admit his allegation: that, during the whole period 
which elapsed from Clement of Rome to the beginning of the 
sixteenth century, his System of Man’s Inherent Justification 
by his own infused Righteousness was the universally received 
System of the Church; while, during the same period, the 
System of Man’s Imputative Justification through Faith and on 
account of the alone Perfect Righteousness of Christ was totally 
unknown, that System making its appearance for the first time, 
after the lapse of fourteen centuries, under the fostering care of 
Luther in the day of the Reformation! Truly, so far as histo- 
rical testimony is concerned, we may well, in regard to Mr. 
Knox’s averment, take up the parable of the prophet: The 
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This he says: that, without the works of the 
Law, to an impious person, that 1s to say, a Gentile, 


bed is shorter, than that a man may stretch himself on it ; and 
the covering narrower, than that he can wrap himself in it. 

III. With deep regret, one cannot help seeing, that such an 
allegation, as that of Mr. Knox, is likely to operate most mis- 
chievously in respect to the evidential value which rationally 
ought to be set upon Ecclesiastical Antiquity. 

Too many already shew themselves inclined to depart from 
the old paths trodden by the venerable Reformers of the 
Church of England: but a confident assertion, like that of 
Mr. Knox, may not improbably push on the defection of 
those, who implicitly and unsuspectingly receive it as a strict 
verity. 

If the whole body of the Fathers, they may say, from 
Clement of Rome down to Bernard of Clairvaux both inclusive, 
inculcated a System of Justification directly opposed, both to 
all the Churches of the Reformation, and (what is still worse) 
to the plain decisions of Scripture itself: who, after this, shall 
advise us to resort, as Cranmer and Ridley and Jewell and 
Hooker and Pearson and Beveridge, most unwisely in their 
day, advised us to resort, to the old ancient Fathers, as afford- 
ing the best evidence in regard to how the Primitive Church 
theologised from the Bible and the Apostles ? 

The indolence of man is commonly more ready to take a 
thing for granted, than to undergo the labour of examination. 
Hence I have little doubt, that the confident, but utterly in- 
correct allegation of Mr. Knox has been, for the most part, 
admitted, sans hesitation, by the readers of his Remains. 
Without research, they have been prompt devoutly to receive 
the strange tale as indisputably true: and thus a burden of 
obloquy has been undeservedly laid upon the reluctant back of 
(1 must say) the ill-treated Fathers. See below, Append. 
Numb. IT. 
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believing in Christ, his Faith is imputed for right- 
eousness, as also it was to Abraham. How, then, 
can the Jews imagine, that through the works of the 
Law they are justified with the justification of 
Abraham: when they see, that Abraham was jus- 
tified, not from the works of the Law, but by Faith 
alone? There is no need, therefore, of the Law, 
since, THROUGH FAITH ALONE, AN IMPIOUS PERSON 
IS JUSTIFIED wiTtH Gop*. 

Who of us can subsist without the divine com- 
miseration ? What can we do worthy of celestial 
rewards 2? Who of us so rises in this body, as to 


* Hoc dicit: quia, sine operibus Legis, credenti impio, id 
est, Gentili, in Christum, reputatur fides ejus ad justitiam, sicut 
et Abrahe. Quomodo, ergo, Judei, per opera Legis, justi- 
ficari se putant justificatione Abrahz ; cum videant Abraham, 
non ex operibus Legis, sed sola fide, justificatum ? Non ergo 
opus est Lege, quando impius per solam fidem justificatur apud 
Deum. Ambros. in Epist. ad Rom. iv. 

This venerable Father still speaks in the same strain, when 
inculeating the duty of penitence: he carefully guards against 
its being deemed in any wise meritorious. 

Would that the Lord would not reject, but collect, this my 
mere stubble in the harvest, these empty wild oats of my fructi- 
fication !—It is fitting, therefore, to believe, both that penitence 
is to be performed, and that pardon is to be granted : neverthe- 
less, in such manner, that we should hope for pardon, as from 
Faith, not as from debt. 

Utinam hanc stipulam in messe, hoc est, inanem avenam 
fructus mei, non abjicat, sed colligat !—Ergo et agendam poeni- 
tentiam, et tribuendam veniam, credere nos convenit : ut veniam, 
tamen, tanquam ex fide speremus, non tanquam ex debito. 
Ambros. de Poenit. lib. ii. c. 8. 
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elevate his soul that he may continually adhere unto 
Christ? By wHatT MERIT OF MEN, IN SHORT, IS 
IT PROCURED, THAT THIS CORRUPTIBLE FLESH 
SHOULD PUT ON iNCORRUPTION, AND THIS MORTAL 
SHOULD PUT ON IMMORTALITY? By what labours, 
by what injuries inflicted upon ourselves, can we 
take away our sins? The sufferings of this present 
time are unworthy toward the gaining of future 
glory. Not AccoRDING TO OUR MERITS, THERE- 
FORE, BUT ACCORDING TO THE MERCY OF GoD, 
THE FORM OF THE HEAVENLY DECREES TOWARD 
MEN PROCEEDS*. 


* Quis nostrim sine divina potest subsistere miseratione ? 
Quid possumus dignum premiis facere coelistibus ? Quis nos- 
trim ita assurgit in hoc corpore, ut animum suum elevet quo 
jugiter adhzreat Christo? Quo, tandem, hominum merito de- 
fertur, ut heec corruptibilis caro induat incorruptionem, et mor- 
tale hoc induat immortalitatem? Quibus laboribus, quibus 
Injuriis, possumus nostra levare peccata? Indignz sunt pas- 
siones hujus temporis ad superventuram gloriam. Non, ergo, 
secundum merita nostra, sed secundum misericordiam Dei, 
coelestium decretorum in homines forma procedit. Ambros. 
in Psalm. cxix. serm. 20. comm. 4. in Ambros. calcul. 
Psalm cxviil. 

1 subjoin yet another passage from Ambrose, as cited by 
Abp. Usher. 

Omnia que patimur minora sunt et indigna, quorum pro labo- 
ribus tanta rependatur futurorum merces bonorum, quz revela- 
bitur in nobis, cum ad Dei imaginem reformati gloriam ejus 
facie ad faciem aspicere meruerimus. Ambros. Epist. xxii. 

For the import of meruerimus, as here used by Ambrose and 
as the word is frequently used by the Fathers, see below, 
Append. Numb. III. 
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It may be said: that, in the first of these two 
passages, Ambrose speaks only of works done 
BEFORE conversion; which, on all hands, are ad- 
mitted not to be the procuring cause of our Jus- 
tification. But the same allegation cannot be 
made respecting the second passage. In that 
place, Ambrose is palpably speaking, of works 
done AFTER conversion, and of that suBsEQUENTLY 
infused elevation of the soul whereby, with what- 
ever imperfection, a man cleaves unto Christ. 
Now even these, which jointly constitute Inherent 
Righteousness or the Righteousness of Sanctifica- 
tion, he pronounces to be wholly undeserving of 
celestial rewards. Hence he determines: that 
the form of the heavenly decrees toward men 
proceeds, nor according to our merits, but accord- 
ing to his mercy. 

Thus, we see, Ambrose explicitly denies: that 
our own Inherent Righteousness, whatever may 
be its amount and whatever may be its nature, 
whether it be viewed as preceding the grace of 
Christ or whether it be considered as succeeding 
that grace, has, under any aspect whatsoever, 
either an instrumental or a meritorious concern in 
the effecting of our Justification, or in the pro- 
curing of our Acceptance with God. 

XIII. Ruffinus of Aquileia lived in the latter 
part of the fourth, and in the beginning of the 
fifth, century. To him we are indebted for a 
latin translation of many of Origen’s Works, 
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which no longer exist in the original Greek. He 
is said, however, in various places, to have been a 
paraphrast, rather than an exact translator. What- 
ever, therefore, is taken from his version, may, 
at all events, be set down as his own testi- 
mony: and, so far as my present purpose is 
concerned, it matters not, whether the evidence 
be that of Ruffinus or that of Origen or that of 
both. 

LI can scarcely persuade myself, that there can 
evist any work which may demand the remuneration 
of God as a debt, when even the very CAPABILITY of 
doing or thinking or saying any thing is derived 
from his gift and bounty *. 

THROUGH FAITH, WITHOUT THE WORKS OF THE 
LAW, THIS THIEF WAS JUSTIFIED: because, for that 
purpose, the Lord inquired not what he had prx- 
VIOUSLY wrought, nor yet waited for his perform- 
ance of some work a¥rtER he should have believed: 
but, when about to enter into Paradise, he took him 
unto himself for a companion, JUSTIFIED THROUGH 
HIS CONFESSION ALONE 7. 


* Vix mihi suadeo, quod possit ullum opus esse, quod ex 
debito remunerationem Dei deposcat; cum etiam hoc ipsum, 
quod agere aliquid possumus vel cogitare vel proloqui, ipsius 
dono et largitione faciamus. Orig. Comment. in Epist. ad 


Rom. iv. 
+ Per fidem enim justificatus est hic latro sine operibus 


legis : quia, super hoc, Dominus non requisivit quid prius esset 
operatus, nec expectavit quid operis cum credidisset ex- 
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1. Respecting the first of these two passages, it 
may be urged: that it speaks only of works done 
BEFORE the infusion of Divine Grace; and, conse- 
quently, that, using only the very language of the 
Roman Church herself, it cannot effectively be 
brought forward, as opposing the doctrine of Jus- 
tification by the merit of our own Inherent Right- 
eousness infused into us by God through Faith in 
Christ * ? 

Should such an allegation be made, I should 
readily be inclined to reply: that the very 
wording of the passage shews, that works, done 
AFTER the infusion of Grace, are the works here 
spoken of. 

Origen or Rufinus argues: that No work can 
demand the remuneration of God as a debt, inas- 
much as the very capaBiLity of either doing or 


pleret; sed, sola confessione justificatum, comitem sibi, pa- 
radisum ingressurus, assumpsit. Orig. Comment. in Epist. ad 
Rom, iii. 

* Absit tamen, ut christianus homo in seipso vel confidat 
vel glorietur, et non in Domino: cujus tanta est erga omnes 
homines bonitas, ut eorum velit esse merita, que sunt ipsius 
dona. Et, quia in multis offendimus omnes, unusquisque, sicut. 
misericordiam et bonitatem, ita severitatem et judicium, ante 
oculos habere debet, neque seipsum aliquis, etiam si nihil sibi 
conscius fuerit, judicare: quoniam omnis hominum vita non 
humano judicio examinanda et judicanda est, sed Dei; qui 
illuminabit abscondita tenebrarum, et manifestabit consilia cor- 
dium; et tunc laus erit unicuique a Deo, qui, ut scriptum est, 
reddet unicuique secundum opera sua. Concil. Trident. sess. vi. 
c. 16. p. 54, 

L 
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thinking or saying any good thing is derived from 
his gift and bounty. 

Now, in this argument, he places the doing of 
the good work arrer the capability of doing any 
good thing has been communicated from above. 

Hence I see not, how we can avoid the conclu- 
sion: that he is speaking of works done aFrrEeR 
the infusion of Divine Grace; or, in other words, 
that he is speaking of that Inherent Righteousness, 
which is received by infusion from above, which 
Mr. Knox and the Tridentines make the Ground 
of our Acceptance with God, but which Origen 
or Rufinus finds himself unable to decorate with 
~any such lofty prerogative. 

2. If, however, there be any doubt as to the 
true import of the first passage, the language of 
the second sufficiently explains the real meaning 
of the writer, and, without a shadow of ambiguity, 
sets before us his real sentiments. 

The thief on the cross, he tells us, was justified 
strictly through Faith alone. For the Lord nei- 
ther asked what Righteousness he had possessed 
BEFORE his confession: nor yet waited for the 
fruits of an inherent Righteousness infused into 
him arrer his confession. 

So far as the Grounp of his Justification and 
Acceptance was concerned, Christ took him into 
Paradise already justified through his confession 
of Faith alone. 

XIV. The period, during which Jerome flou- 
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ished, comprises the latter part of the fourth 
century and about twenty years of the fifth 
century. 

We then are just, when we confess ourselves to be 
sinners: and OUR RIGHTEOUSNESS CONSISTS, NOT 
OF OUR OWN PROPER MERIT, BUT OF THE MERCY 
or Gop; for Scripture says, God hath concluded 
all under sin, that he might have mercy upon all. 
And this is the highest Righteousness of man: 
whatever virtue he may have, not to deem it his own, 
but merely the property of the Lord who has boun- 
tifully bestowed it *. 

Every mouth is stopped, and the whole world is 
guilty before God: because, from the works of the 
law, no flesh shall be justified before him. And 
there is no difference of persons: for all have sinned 


* Tunc ergo justi sumus, quando nos peccatores fatemur : et 
justitia nostra, non ex proprio merito, sed ex Dei consistit 
misericordia; dicente sacra Scriptura,—Conclusit Deus omnia 
sub peccato, ut omnibus misereatur. Et hec hominis summa 
est justitia: quidquid potuerit habere virtutis, non suum putare 
esse, sed Domini qui largitus est. Hieron. advers. Pelagian. 
lib, i. c. 3. vol. ii. p. 227. 

I suspect, that the Tridentines, in one of their decisions, had 
an eye to the last clause of this passage. Should my suspicion 
be well founded, it will be curious to observe how ingeniously 
they have perverted it to their own purposes. 

Ita, neque propria nostra justitia, tanquam ex nobis, propria 
statuitur : neque ignoratur aut repudiatur justitia Dei. Quz 
enim justitia nostra dicitur, quia per eam nobis inherentem jus- 
tificamur: illa eadem Dei est, quia a Deo nobis infunditur per 
Christi meritum. Concil. Trident. sess. vi. c. 16. p. 54. 


L 2 
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and come short of the glory of God, being justified 
Freely through his grace. But, when he writes ; 
We think that man is justified by Faith without 
the works of the Law, since it is one God who 
justifies the circumcision from faith and the uncir- 
cumcision through faith: he manifestly shews, 
that RIGHTEOUSNESS IS NOT IN THE MERIT OF 
MAN, BUT IN THE GRACE OF GoD; WHO, WITHOUT 
THE WORKS OF THE LAW, ACCEPTS THE FAITH OF 
BELIEVERS *. 

For what saith the Scripture? Abraham be- 
lieved in God. So great was the Faith of Abra- 
ham, that not only were his former sins forgiven 
him, but likewise it ALONE was declared to be 
accepted above all righteousness AFTERWARD, he 
burned with such great love, that he prepared him- 
self for the performance of all good works. And it 
was imputed unto him for Righteousness. Zhere- 
fore he hath glory with God, according to that 
which the Law approved. Now to him, who 
worketh, is the reward reckoned, not of grace, 


* Omne enim os obstruitur, et obnoxius est omnis mundus 
Deo: quia, ex operibus Legis, non justificabitur omnis caro 
coram eo. Nullaque distantia est personarum : omnes enim pec- 
caverunt et indigent gloria Dei, justificate gratis per gratiam 
ipsius. Sin autem scribit; Existimamus fide justificart hominem 
sine operibus Legis, siquidem unus est Deus qui justificat cir- 
cumcisionem ex fide et preputium per fidem: manifesté ostendit, 
non in hominis merito, sed in Dei gratia, esse justitiam ; qui, 
sine Legis operibus, credentium suscipit fidem. Hieron. ady. 
Pelagian. lib. ii. c. 3. vol. ii. p. 237. 
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but of debt. Sor it is the part of a debtor to do 
the things which are commanded: and, unless he 
obeys, he is condemned. But, if he does them, he 
has no glory: for he still is called an unprofitable 
servant, who does nothing more than is commanded. 
Righteousness 1s not given unto him freely: but a 
reward is paid for his former works. But to him, 
who worketh not but believeth on him who jus- 
tifieth the ungodly, his Faith is imputed for 
Righteousness. WHEN AN UNGODLY MAN IS 
CONVERTED, GOD JUSTIFIES HIM THROUGH FAITH 
ALONE, NOT ON ACCOUNT OF GOOD WORKS WHICH 
HE POSSESSED NOT: otherwise, on account of his 
deeds of ungodliness, he ought to have been punished. 
Observe: he doth not say, that a sinner is jus- 
tified through Faith, but an ungodly man; that 
as, one who hath lately become a believer, accord- 
ing to the purpose of the grace of God: wo 
PURPOSED TO FORGIVE SINS FREELY THROUGH 
FAITH ALONE*. 


* Quid enim Scriptura dicit? Credidit Abraham Deo. Tam 
magna fuit fides Abrahz, ut et pristina ei peccata donarentur, 
et sola pre omni justitia doceretur accepta. Et tanto DEINCEPS 
amore flagravit, ut super omnia se opera preepararet. Et repu- 
tatum est ec ad justitiam. Et ideo habet gloriam apud Deum, 
secundum quod lex probavit. Zi autem, qui operatur, merces 
non reputatur ad gratiam, sed secundum debitum. Debitoris 
enim est facere, que jubentur: et, nisi paruerit, damnatur. Si 
autem fecerit, non habet gloriam: quia inutilis adhuc servus 
dicitur, qui nihil amplius quam preceptum est operatur. 


150 THE PRIMITIVE DOCTRINE [CHAP. Iv. 


Being justified therefore from Faith. The 
matter having been handled, that No OnE 18 suSTI- 
FIED FROM WORKS, BUT ALL FROM FAITH; which 
he proves by the example of Abraham whose sons 
the Jews deemed themselves exclusively: he shews 
by argument, that neither descent nor circumcision, 
but FAITH ALONE, makes sons of Abraham, wuo 
FROM FAITH ALONE WAS FIRST JUSTIFIED. Which 
argument being concluded, he exhorts them to have 
peace: because NO ONE BY HIS OWN MERIT, BUT 
ALL EQUALLY BY THE GRACE OF GoD, ARE 
SAVED™. 

Abraham believed in God: and it was imputed 
unto him for righteousness. Thus likewise to you 


Aliter. Non ill gratis donatur justitia, sed merces redditur 
operum pristinorum. Ei vero qui non operatur, credenti autem 
in eum qui justificat impium, reputatur fides ejus ad justetiam. 
Convertentem impium, per solam fidem, justificat Deus, non 
per opera bona que non habuit: alioquin, per impietatis opera, 
fuerat puniendus. Simul attende: quia non peccatorem dicit 
justificari per fidem, sed impium; hoc est, nuper credentum 
asseruit, secundum propositum gratiz Dei: qui proposuit gratis, 
per solam fidem, peccata dimittere. Hieron. Comment. in 
Epist. ad Rom. iv. 

* Justificati igitur ex fide. Pertractata causa, quare nemo 
eorum ex operibus justificatus sit, sed omnes ex fide; quod 
exemplo Abrahz probat, cujus se filios esse soli Judzi puta- 
bant: ostendit ratione, quod non genus nec circumcisio, sed 
fides, faciat filios Abrahe, qui ex sola prima fide justificatus 
est. Qua ratione conclusa, pacem eos habere hortatur: quia 
nemo suo merito, sed omnes equaliter Dei gratia sunt salvati. 
Hieron, Comment in Epist. ad Rom. v. 
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FAITH ALONE 18S SUFFICIENT FOR’ RIGHTEOUS- 
NESS *. 

Hath is profitable for this: that, IN THE CoM- 
MENCEMENT OF THEIR BELIEVING, IT JUSTIFIES 
THOSE WHO APPROACH TO Gop; if @ man AFTER- 
WARD remain in his Justification. But, without 
the works of Faith, not of the law, Faith is deadt. 

Christ redeemed us from the curse of the Law, 
being made a curse for us. Properly he was not 
under the curse: because, in all things, he perfectly 
Sulfilled the Law. And, therefore, iN THE MATTER 
OF DEBT, OUR DEBT HAS BEEN PAID OFF BY HIS 
cuRSE: so that he should set free from all obliga- 
tion those who pass over to Faith ¢. 

Faith which worketh by love. Therefore Faith 
works by love, and not by fear: for he, who be- 
lieveth God, obeyeth his commandments §. 

* Abraham credidit Deo: et reputatum est tlh ad justitiam. 
Ita et vos ad justitiam sola suflicit fides. Hieron. Comment, 
in Epist. ad Galat. iil. 

+ Fides ad hoc proficit, ut, in primitiis credulitatis, acce- 
dentes ad Deum justificet ; si DEINCEPS in justificatione perma- 
neat. Czterum, sine operibus fidei, non legis, mortua est 
fides. Hieron. Comment. in Epist. ad Galat. iii. 

t Christus nos redemit de maledicto legis, factus pro nobis 
maledictum. Qui sub maledicto non erat: quia, per omnia, 
legem implevit. Et ideo, in debito, maledicto ejus nostrum 
debitum compensatum est, ut liberet transeuntes ad fidem. 
Hieron. Comment. in Epist. ad Galat. iii. 

§ Sed fides que per charitatem operatur. Ergo et fides 
operatur per charitatem, non per timorem : qui enim credit Deo, 
attendit mandatis. Hieron. Comment. in Epist. ad Galat, v. 
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He made him to be sin for us, that knew no 
sin. Christ, to wit, who was without sin, is said to 
have been made sin for us: because, for our sins, 
he died. Christ, who knew not sin, the Father 
made sin forus: that, as a victim offered for sin 
was in the Law called sin, according as it 1s written 
an Leviticus, And he shall lay his hand upon the 
head of his sin; so likewise Chrost, being offered 
for our sins, received the name of sin. That we 
might be made the Righteousness of God in 
him: NOT OUR RIGHTEOUSNESS, NOR IN OUR- 
SELVES *. 

The doctrine, which Jerome lays down as the 
true catholic doctrine of Justification, may easily 
be gathered from the preceding somewhat copious 
citations. 

1. Righteousness, he tells us, is not in the 
merit of man, but in the grace of God; since, to 
the Circumcision and the Uncircumcision alike, 
Faith alone is the appointed medium or instru- 


* Eum, qui non noverat peccatum, pro nobis peccatum fecit. 
Secundum illud: Christus, qui absque peccato erat, pro nobis 
dicitur factus peccatum: quia pro peccatis nostris mortuus est. 
Pater pro nobis Christum, qui peccatum nesciebat, peccatum 
fecit : hoc est, sicut hostia pro peccato oblata peccatum voca- 
batur in Lege, ut in Levitico scriptum est, Et imponet manum 
super caput peccati sui; ita et Christus, pro peccatis nostris 
oblatus, peccati nomen accepit. Ut nos efficeremur justitia Det 
in ipso. Non nostra, nec nobis. Hieron. Comment. in Epist. 
poster, ad Corinth. v. | 
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ment of Justification, to the exclusion of all works 
of whatsoever description. 

He, then, who is justified, must walk after the 
example of Abraham. 

For, as was evinced in the conduct of the father 
of the faithful, though Justification through Faith 
alone, and not by associated Works, stands the 

jirst in order of time: it will always, in justified 
persons, be followed by Sanctification through the 
Spirit. 

Still, however, the office of this Sanctification 
neither zs, nor Qn the very nature of things) can 
be, to justify those, who have already been justi- 
fied, and who thence require not any bootless 
repetition of the forensic sentence of their Justi- 
fication. 

So great, says he, was the Faith of Abraham, 
that not only were his former sins forgiven him, but 
likewise it ALONE was declared to be accepted above 
all Righteousness AFTERWARD, he burned with such 
great love, that he prepared himself to the perform- 
ance of all good works. 

The same order of succession must also charac- 
terise those, who are spiritually the children of 
faithful Abraham. 

Faith, says he, is profitable for this: that, in 
the COMMENCEMENT Of their believing, it justifies 
those who approach to God: if a man AFTERWARD 
remain in his Justification. But, without the works 
of Lath, not of the law, Faith is dead. 


154 THE PRIMITIVE DOCTRINE [CHAP. IV. 


2. Nor does Jerome teach us only the true 
order and succession and distinction of the Right- 
eousness of Justification and the Righteousness 
of Sanctification. He propounds also from Scrip- 
ture, as the standard belief of the Catholic 
Church, the doctrine of IJmputed or Forensic 
Righteousness, so far as regards the MERITORIOUS 
PROCUREMENT Of our Justification, in specific op- 
position, under that aspect, to the doctrine of In- 
herent or Actual Righteousness. 

This he does, in the setting forth, and in the 
following out, of a two-fold idea: the idea of the 
payment of a debt; and the idea of the imputa- 
tive transfer of sin. 

(1.) We are debtors to an amount, which it 
is impossible for us to discharge, and which there- 
fore leaves us nothing save a committal to prison. 

But Christ pays this our debt in full: and forth- 
with, we are pronounced in Court to be liberated 
from all further claim of payment. 

In all things, says he, Christ perfectly fulfilled 
the Law. And, therefore, in the matter of debt, 
our debt has been paid off by his curse: so that he 
should set free, from all obligation, those who pass 
over to Faith. 

(2.) So again: our sins are imputatively trans- 
ferred from ourselves, and are laid upon the head 
of our substitute Christ. 

The result of such imputative transference is: 
that, on the one hand, Christ, as a sin offering on 
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our behalf, was made or considered to be sin; 
while, on the other hand, in the procurement of 
our Justification, we are made, says Jerome, Nor 
our own Righteousness NoR in ourselves (as Mr. 
Knox and the Church of Rome maintain, when 
they contend for our being justified and accepted 
on the ground of a divinely infused Inherent 
Righteousness), but the Righteousness of God in 
Christ. 

We have here a studied antithesis of terms, 
which is not a little remarkable. 

Jerome, it will be observed, specifically op- 
poses, in the way of contrast, Our Righteousness 
to God’s Righteousness, and Our Righteousness in 
ourselves to God's Righteousness in Christ *. 

The import of such antithetical phraseology can 
scarcely be mistaken. It stands, in a manner, 
self-explained. 

XV. The time, during which John Chrysostom 
flourished, was comprehended within that which 
was occupied by Jerome. His course was not so 
long as that of the Latin Father: but, like him, 
he lived both in the fourth century and in the fifth 
century. 

Lhe Apostle hath accused the Gentiles, hath 
accused the Jews: his next step, in regular conse- 
cution, was to speak of Tun RIGHTEOUSNESS WHICH 


* Ut nos efficeremur Justitia Dei, in ipso: non nostra, nec 


nobis. 
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is THROUGH FAITH. For, if neither the law of 
nature profited any thing, nor the written law was 
of any greater avail; but if both alike only op- 
pressed those who used them unfitly, and shewed 
them to be worthy of greater punishment: salvation 
through grace henceforth became necessary *. 

To the declaration of his Righteousness: saith 
the Apostle. What ws the declaration of Righteous- 
ness? As the declaration of wealth is not only for 
a man himself to be rich, but also to make others 
rich ; and as the declaration of life is not only for a 
man himself to live, but also to make the dead live ; 
and as the declaration of power is not only for a 
man himself to be powerful, but likewise to confer 
power upon the weak: thus likewise the declaration 
of Righteousness is not only for God himself to be 
righteous, but also suddenly to make others righteous 
who were utterly corrupted in their sins. Accord- 
ingly, the Apostle himself, in the progress of his 
interpretation, has told us, what this declaration is : 
That he might be just and the justifier of him 
which believeth in Jesus. No LONGER, THEN, 
ENTERTAIN ANY DOUBT: FOR IT IS NOT FROM 


* Karyydpycey ‘EAAvav, Katnydpnoey ‘lovdatwy’ axdrovboy gy 
> Ld \ , 4 \ \ ed / fo > \ / € 
cimely thy SuKasorvyyy Aomey Thy Sic THS wiareds. Ei yap pyre o 
tnd / > / ? € x > 7 / 5) > 
TIS PUTEWS WYNTE YOKLOG, PNTE O YpamTos EmoingTe TL MAEOY, GAA 
> / \ 5 cy \ > ~ / > \ eg \ 
Grpotepor Tas ovK eg Sedvy adtois xpynoapévovs EeBapyoay, Kal 
pelbovos ederbay Kahdcews bvtag ablovs' avayxala rommoy 4 Oia THs 
xapiros corypia. Chrysost. Homil. vii. in Epist. ad Rom. Oper. 
vol, ill. p. 44, 


CHAP. IV. | OF JUSTIFICATION. 157 


WORKS, BUT FROM FAITH. N®8ITHER TURN ASIDE 
FROM THE RIGHTEOUSNESS OF Gop *. 

What, therefore, doth he say? We reckon, 
then, that a man is justified by Faith, without the 
Works of the Law. He does not merely speak of a 
Jew or of a person who was under the Law: but, 
carrying out his argument to a wide extent and 
opening the doors of salvation to the whole world, 
he broadly says MAN, using the common name of our 
nature. Then, taking his occasion from this point, 
he destroys not the antithesis which he had laid 
down. For, since it was likely, that, when the 
Jews heard that FAITH JUSTIFIES EVERY MAN, they 
would be scandalised and offended: he adds; Is he 
the God of the Jews only? Is he not also the 
God of the Gentiles? Yea, of the Gentiles also: 
inasmuch as there is one God, who will justify 
the Circumcision from Faith, and the Uncircum- 
cision through Faith yf. 

* Bis evdekiv ys SiKxasoodvyns attrot. Th eoti evderkic r76 
Sixasocvyyg; “Oaomep evderEig wAovrov, To py povoy avToy eivas 
mrovoroy, aAAG Kal Erépovs mAovolove wosely? Kal Soyo, TO wy pdvoy 
adroy eivar CavTa, aAAM Kal vexpads Cwomoseiv? Kal dvvdmews, TO wy 
[Ad voy attoy elvar Suvardy, dAAw Kad rods adabevets Svvapoty? otto 
Kal Sixasocvyys evderksc, To ay pdvoy aurdy civar Sikawy, GAAw Kat 
to érépoug- €y cdaptiais Katacanevtas ekalgyys Sixalovg moreiy. 
Todto oby Kai aires Epunvevwy emnyaye, tho éotiy evderbsc. To civas 
attoy Slkawy, Kal SiKkawiyvta tov éx mlatews “Iyood. My tolvvy 
augiBarre ob yap e& epywv, GAN amd alotens. Myde gedye thy 
rod cot Sixaswovvyy. Chysost. Homil. vil. in Epist. ad Rom. 


Oper. vol. iii. p. 46. 
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‘When the Jews turned this matter backward and 
forward; to wit, that The patriarch, even the 
friend of God, first received circumcision: he 
wishes to shew, that FROM FAITH HE ALSO WAS 
susTIFIED. Now, in treating of this, he had even a 
superabundance of victory. or, that a person, 
who had no works to plead, might be justified from 
Faith, were nothing incongruous: but, THAT A 
PERSON, WHO COULD BOAST OF HIS UPRIGHTNESS, 
STILL SHOULD BE JUSTIFIED, NOT ON THAT GROUND, 
BUT FROM FAITH; this were a wonderful matter, 
and would most especially display the mighty power 
of Faith. Wherefore, passing by all other men, he 
directs his argument toward him alone. He called 
him father according to the flesh, casting out the 
Jews from their natural relationship to him, and 
near kinsmanship to him ascribing to the Gentiles. 
Lhen he says: For, if Abraham were justified 
from works, he would have boasting, but not 
toward God, Therefore, having said that God 
justifies the Circumcision from Faith, and the Un- 


\ of / 9 s : oy a \ caw f 7 es 
xepls epywy vopov. Ov elrev “lovdatov, 4% tov tro vomoy avra 
> ? 3 Y \ / 3 9 , \ bed > / \ 
GAN, ebaydyov toy Adyov eis EUPUNWPIAY, K&L TH ObKOLKEYR TAC 
Ovpas avoikas rng awtnpias, gio AN@PQTION, 7d xKoway tic 
gicews tvoue els. Eira, amd tovrov AaBav apopuyy, py rebcioay 
ayribecw Aver. "Enelday eixds qv, "lovdatovg dxovouvtas, OTs nayTa 
AvOpwmroy 4 mlotig SiKatol, Svoxepatvery Kal oKxavdarilecOau, ér7- 
yayev’ "“H “lovdalwy 6 @eds pdvov;—Ody? kal ébvav; Nal Kal 
COvav* —éneimep eho 6 @eds'— 06 Yikasdoes mepitouyy eK TicTeEws, 
Kal akpoBuoriay Oia tig tlorews. Chrysost. Homil. vii. in Epist. 
ad Rom. Oper. vol. iii. p. 48. 
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circumcision through Faith, and hainvg sufficiently 
handled that point in his preceding discourse, he 
now through Abraham shews the matter still more for- 
cibly than he had before indicated, and PLACES FAITH 
IN OPPOSITION TO works, and rests the whole dis- 
pute upon the circumstance of a man’s being right- 
eous.—To him, that believeth in him who justifieth 
the ungodly, his Faith is imputed for righteousness. 
Consider, what a great matter it is to be fully 
assured, not only that God can suddenly free a per- 
son who has lived in ungodliness, but likewise that 
he can make him just and deem him worthy of im- 
mortal honours. Think not, then, that such a man 
is lessened, because it 1s imputed unto him according 
to grace: for this most of all makes a believer to be 
glorious, that he should enjoy grace in proportion to 
the evercise of his Faith*. 

* Emeiday yap ayw Kal Katw totto eorpegoy “lovdator, oti 6 
marpidpyns Kal TH Od laos meprrouyy edéLaro mpHros, Povrcras 
SetEas, ots Kal éxelvos éx alates ediKasHOn Brep jy meprovaia vixns 
modrnc. To pev yap epya py exovta éx micrems SKarwOqvar, oddéy 
amerkos’ tO Oe KowoyvTa &y Katopbduact, py evtevbey, GAN ard 
miatewms yeverbar Sxasov, tovto Hy Bavpartdy Kal padiota tis 
mistews thy ioxiy eugalvov. Ass Sy, Tors aAAovs avadpapay 
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axpoBuaetiay Sia tHo nlorews, Kal KaTacKevacas avTo ikaydig éy Tos 
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Not knowing the Righteousness of God, says 
the Apostle, but seeking to establish their own 
Righteousness, they have not been subject to the 
Righteousness of God.— He calls it their own Right- 
eousness, either because the Law no longer possesses 
any power, or because it rests upon labour and painful 
exertions : but the Righteousness of God he declares 
to be that which is from Faith, on account of tts 
being altogether from supernal grace, and because 
A MAN IS JUSTIFIED NOT BY HIS LABOURS BUT BY 
THE GIFT OF GOD”. | 

What, then, did God do? Him, who knew no 
sin, he made to be sin on your account. For, if he 
had accomplished nothing else and had done this 


ato, Kal qoLer THY pmaXyY TH TloTEr Tpdo TH Epya, Kab Toy dydva 
OAoy wept Tov Oikasoy totyot.—To alotevovts ext toy SiKkasodyTa Toy 
dceB% doyleras 4 alotis adrod els Sikasocdyyye ~Evydyoay yaps 
narikoy éors wetoOjvas Kat mAnpopopyOf var, ors Svvdtas 6 Bed tov ey 
aceBelg BeBidxora rovrov ébaigyys, ctx: Kordcews edrevbepdoan 
povev, ara Kat Sixasoy wooo, Kal Toy aOavadrov éxelvoy abiBoas 
tiyoy. My toivuy voulaons rodroy éharrotcbat, exefday éxelvw kata 
yap roylleras’ adts yap roto padiora mole toy mordy elvan 
Aaumpoy, to Tocattys dmodaioca yaplros, 1d Tocavryy gist 
émidelEacba:. Chrysost. Homil. viii. in Epist. ad Rom. vol. iii. 
p. 55, 56. 
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alone, consider, how great a matter it was to give 
his Son for those who had been injurious. But now 
he has both rightly performed these great things: 
and likewise, along with them, he has suffered him, 
who had done no unrighteousness, to be even punished 
for those who had been unrighteous:—HeE MADE, 
SAYS THE APOSTLE, A RIGHTEOUS PERSON TO BE A 
SINNER, IN ORDER THAT HE MIGHT MAKE SINNERS 
ricHtTEOouS. Nor doth he merely say this: for, in 
truth, he says what is much more forcible ; inasmuch 
as he propounds the very quality, and not simply 
the habit. or he says not, God made him to be 
a sinner, dut God made him to be sin: nor does 
he alone say, Him who never sinned, bué even Him 
who never knew sin. And all this he says, not 
that We might become righteous, bué that We 
might be made Righteousness ; not simply that 
We might be made righteousness, but that We 
might be made the very Righteousness of God. 
for certainly tv 18 THE RIGHTEOUSNESS oF Gon, 
WHEN WE ARE JUSTIFIED, NOT FROM WORKS (FOR, 
IN THAT CASE, IT WERE NEEDFUL THAT NO STAIN 
SHOULD BE FOUND), BUT FROM GRACE WHERE ALL 
SIN IS MADE TO VANISH AWAY. ence he permits 


us not to be puffed up, inasmuch as the whole is from 
the free grace of God*. 


* Kal r) émolnce 3 Tov yap wy yvovta duaprlay, dv buds ducptlay 
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1. Chrysostom, we see like Athanasius and the 
Writer to Diognetus, teaches the doctrine of Im- 
putation in its highest form. 

God, says he, made a righteous person to be 
a sinner, in order that he might make sinners 
righteous. 

Here we have two strict correlatives: and the 
law of Homogeneity plainly requires; that, as 
the one correlative is interpreted, so likewise must 
the other correlative be interpreted. 

Now, indisputably, the righteous person, namely 
Christ, was, and indeed could be, made a sinner, 
by imputation alone. 

Therefore, correlatively, so far as the idea of 
Justification is concerned, the sinners, namely the 
whole posterity of fallen Adam, must, in the esti- 
mate of Chrysostom, have been made righteous by 
imputation alone also. 

Thus again, though not in the absolute formality 
of set words and phrases, we have another of the 


WouKnkotay KoraTOnvar elacev. — Tov yap Sikatov, gyow, emolycey 
duaptwnroy, iva troio duaptwarods mormon SuKalovg. Ma&Adoy Oy ovde 
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Homil,. xi. in Epist. poster. ad Corinth. Oper. vol. uli. p. 611. 
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ancient Fathers inculcating the doctrine of a Re- 
ciprocal Imputation: the Imputation, that is, of 
our sins to Christ, which forensically makes a 
righteous person to be asinner; and of Christ’s 
Righteousness to us, which forensically makes 
sinners to be righteous. 

2. This doctrine he proceeds to amplify, as it 
were, by advancing from the habit to the qualhty: 
from sinner to Sin: from righteous, to Righteous- 
Ness. 

Hence, with the imperfect Righteousness of 
man, he contrasts that perfect Righteousness of 
God, which the Apostle, in the article of our 
Justification, pronounces us to be made: and, at 
the same time, he insists, that God made Christ 
to be, not merely a sinner, but the very quality 
or personification of Sin itself; a sin-offering, in 
fact, as a sin-offering is exhibited under the Law 
of Moses, and as it was estimated by the Israelites ; 
that is to say, a victim, upon the head of which 
were imputatively laid the accumulated sins of the 
whole congregation. 

3. In exact agreement with this view, he states, 
what is utterly incompatible with the idea of A 
justifying Inherent Righteousness of our own: that 
It is the Righteousness of God, when we are justified, 
nor from works, but from grace; through which 
alone, in God’s forensic estimate of us as cleansed 
and purified by the blood of Christ, all sin 1s made 
to vanish away. And he effectually removes all 
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possibility of doubt as to what he really means, 
by assigning the rEAson, why we neither are, nor 
in the very nature of things ever can be, justified 
by works, whether performed defore grace received 
or after grace received: to wit, their invariable 
intermixture with sin, whenever and howsoever 
performed. 

It is the Righteousness of God, says he, when 
we are justified Not from works: for we CAN- 
Not be justified from works, BECAUSE some stain 
of sin, must ever be discovered in the very best of 
them. 

This assigned reason clearly excludes, from 
the office of Justification, atu works of whatever 
description : for even the good works, which spring 
from the Inherent Righteousness of Sanctification, 
are only comparatively, not absolutely, good; and 
thence, since some stain of sin is always discover- 
able in the best of them, they can have no hand, 
according to the argument of Chrysostom, in pro- 
curing our Justification. 

On such perfectly intelligible principles, he winds 
up the whole by saying: that Zhe Apostle permits 
us not to be puffed up, inasmuch as the whole is from 
the free grace of God. 

XVI. Augustine in the West may be deemed 
the contemporary of Chrysostom in the East: for 
he flourished, in the latter part of the fourth cen- 
tury, and during the first thirty years of the fifth 
century. 
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Since the Apostle Paul, when he teaches that A 
man is justified through Faith without works, is 
not well understood by those who so receive his de- 
cision as to imagine, that, When once they shall have 
believed in Christ, they may be saved through 
Faith, even if afterward their works should be evil 
and they should lead wicked and flagitious lives : 
this passage of that Epistle explains the same 
sense of the Apostle Paul, how it ought to be 
understood*™. James the rather uses the example of 
Abraham to prove, that Faith is empty if it does not 
produce good works : because the Apostle Paul has 
used this very example of Abraham to prove, that A 
man is justified through faith without the works of 
the Law. For, since James commemorates those 
good works of Abraham which accompanied his 
Faith, he sufficiently shews : that the Apostle Paul 
did not so teach, by the evample of Abraham, that 
A man is justified through Faith without works, 
as that a person might thence deem good works 
not to appertain to him; but rather this, that No 
ONE, BY THE MERITS OF HIS ANTECEDENT GOOD 
WORKS, SHOULD SUPPOSE HIMSELF TO ATTAIN TO 
THE GIFT OF JUSTIFICATION, WHICH JUSTIFICATION 
isin FaitH. For the Jews wished to prefer them- 
selves to the Gentiles who believed in Christ, on this 
specific ground: namely, they said, that, by the 
merits of good works which are in the Law, they had 


* Augustine refers to the passage in James li. 14—26. 
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attained to evangelical grace.—Hence the Apostle 
Paul says : that A man may be justified through 
Faith without antecedent works. For he, who has 
been justified through Faith, cannot arTERWARD 
work otherwise than justly: although he attained to 
the Justification of Faith, w1rHout having previously 
performed any just actions ; that is to say, NOT BY 
THE MERIT OF GOOD WORKS, BUT BY THE GRACE OF 
GoD, WHICH NOW HENCEFORTH CANNOT BE EMPTY 
IN HIM, SINCE IT WORKS WELL THROUGH LOVE. 
But, if he shall depart out of this life immediately 
after he has become a believer, the Justification of 
Faith remains with him: not by virtue of his 
ANTECEDENT good works; because he attained to 
his Justification, not by merit, but by grace: nor 
yet by virtue of his succEEDING good works ; be- 
cause he has not been suffered to remain in this 
life. Hence the meaning of the Apostle Paul is 
manifest, when he says: We judge that a man is 
justified through Faith without works.— Where- 
fore the decisions of the two Apostles, Paul and 
James do not contradict each other: since the one 
says, that A man is justified through Faith with- 
out works ; and the other says ; that Faith is vain 
without works. or the former speaks of works, 
which go before Faith: and the latter speaks of 
works, which follow after faith*. 

* Quoniam Paulus Apostolus, preedicans Justificart hominem 


per fidem, sine operibus, non bene intellectus est ab eis qui sic 
acceperunt dictum, ut putarent, Cum semel in Christum credi- 
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Our OWN RIGHTEOUSNESS, ALTHOUGH IT BE 
TRUE RIGHTEOUSNESS SO FAR AS RESPECTS THE 


dissent, etiam st male operarentur et facinorosé flagitioséque 
viverent, salvos se esse posse per fidem : locus iste hujus Epistolz 
eundem sensum Pauli Apostoli, quomodo sit intelligendus, ex- 
ponit. Ideoque magis A brahe utitur exemplo (Jacobus), vacuam 
esse fidem, si non bene operetur: quoniam Abrahe exemplo 
etiam Paulus A postolus usus est, ut probaret Justificari hominem 
per fidem sine operibus legis. Cum enim (Jacobus) bona opera 
commemorat Abrahe quz ejus fidem comitata sunt, satis osten- 
dit Paulum Apostolum non ita per Abraham docere justificari 
hominem per fidem sine operibus, ut, si quis crediderit, non ad 
eum pertineat bene operari: sed ad hoc potius, ut nemo meritis 
priorum bonorum operum arbitretur se pervenisse ad donum 
Justificationis, que est in fide. In hoc enim se, Gentibus in 
Christum credentibus, Judzei preferre cupiebant: quod dicebant, 
se, meritis bonorum operum que in lege sunt, ad evangelicam 
gratiam pervenissent.— Unde Apostolus Paulus dicit, Posse 
hominem sine operibus precedentibus justificari per fidem. Nam 
justificatus per fidem non potest nisi justé DEINCEPS operart, 
quamvis, antea nihil operatus justé, ad fidei Justificationem 
pervenerit : non merito bonorum operum, sed gratia Dei, que in 
illo jam vacua esse non potest, cum jam per dilectionem bene 
operatur. Quod si, cum crediderit, mox de hac vita deces- 
serit, Justificatio fidei manet cum illo : nec precedentibus bonis 
operibus ; quia non merito ad illam, sed gratia, pervenit: nec 
CONSEQUENTIBUS; quia in hac vita esse non sinitur. Unde 
manifestum est, quod Paulus Apostolus dicit : Arbitramur enim 
hominem justificart per fidem sine operibus.—Quapropter, non 
sunt sibi contrarie duoram Apostolorum sententiz, Pauli et 
Jacobi: cum dicit unus, Justificart hominem per fidem sine 
operibus ; et alius dicit, Inanem esse fidem sine operibus. Quia 
ille dicit, de operibus que fidem precedunt: iste, de iis que 
fidem sequuntur. August. Octoginta trium Quest. lib. i. 
quest. 76. Oper. vol. iv. p. 228, 229. 


168 THE PRIMITIVE DOCTRINE [CHAP. IV. 


END OF TRUE GOODNESS TO WHICH IT IS REFERRED: 
YET, IN THIS LIFE, IS EVER SUCH, THAT IT CON- 
SISTS RATHER IN THE REMISSION OF SINS, THAN IN 
THE PERFECTION OF virnTUES. The prayer of the 
whole City of God, which is a pilgrim upon earth, 
is a witness. Lor, through all its members, it 
cries to God: Forgive us our debts as we forgive 
our debtors. et this prayer is not efficacious for 
those, whose Faith without works is dead: but for 
those, whose Faith worketh through love*. 

My God, my God, look upon me: why hast 
thou forsaken me? Far from my salvation are 
the words of my sins. Why doth the Lord say, 
MY SINS: save as intimating; that he himself 
prays for our sins, and HATH MADE OUR SINS TO 
BE HIS OWN SINS THAT HE MIGHT MAKE HIS OWN 
RIGHTEOUSNESS TO BE OUR RIGHTEOUSNESS! My 
God, I will cry unto thee in the day time, and 
thou shalt not hear: and in the night, and it shall 
not be unto me for folly. He spake, concern- 
ing me, concerning thee, concerning him. Lor he 


* Ipsa quoque nostra justitia, quamvis vera sit propter veri 
boni finem ad quem refertur: tamen tanta est in hac vita, ut 
potius peccatorum remissione constet, quam perfectione vir- 
tutum. Testis est oratio totius Civitatis Dei, que peregrinatur 
in terris. Per omnia quippe membra sua clamat ad Deum: 
Dimitte nobis debita nostra, sicut et nos dimittimus debitoribus 
nostris: Nec pro eis est eflicax hec oratio, quorum fides sine 
operibus mortua est: sed pro eis, quorum fides per dilectionem 
operatur. August. de Civit. Dei. lib. xix. c.27. Oper. vol. v. 
p- 238. 
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sustained the part of his own body: that is, the 
Church*. 

We ask the Apostle, and he says unto us : There- 
fore we are not under the Law, but under grace. 
For God sent his own Son, made of a woman, 
made under the Law, that he might redeem those 
who were under the Law, that we might receive 
the adoption of sons. Behold, Christ came for 
this very purpose, that we might redeem those 
who were under the Law: in order we might no 
longer be under the Law, but under Grace. Who, 
then, gave the law? He gave the law, who also 
gave Grace. But the Law he sent by a servant: 
with Grace he himself descended. And whence 
were men made under the Law? By not fulfilling 
the Law. For he, who fulfils the Law, is not under 
the Law, but with the Law: while he, who is under 
the Law, is, by the Law, not raised up, but pressed 
down. The Law, therefore, makes all men guilty, 
who are placed under the Law: and it hangs over 
their head for this purpose, that it may shew, not 
take away, their sins. Hence the Law commands : 
but, in that very circumstance of the Law’s com- 

* Deus, Deus meus, respice me: quare me dereliquisti? Longé 
a salute mea, verba delictorum meorum.—Quomodo ergo dicit, 
DELICTORUM MEORUM: nisi quia pro delictis nostris ipse pre- 
catur ; et delicta nostra sua delicta fecit, utjustitiam suam nos- 
tram justitiam faceret? Deus meus, clamabo, ad te per diem, et 
non exaudies: et nocte, et non ed insipientiam mihi. Dixit 


utique, de me, de te, de illo. Corpus enim suum gerebat ; id est, 
Ecclesiam. August. Enarr, in Psalm, xxii. Oper. vol. viii. p. 39. 
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manding, the Giver of the Law has mercy. When 
men attempt by their own strength to fulfil what 
has been commanded by the Law, they fall by their 
own rash and headlong presumption: and they are 
not with the Law; bui they are made guilty under 
the Law. Therefore, when by their own strength 
they were unable to fulfil the Law, being made 
guilty under the Law, they implore the aid of a 
liberator: and thus the guiltiness, which results 
trom the Law, occasions sickness of heart to the 
proud. But this heart-sickness of the proud is 
made to become the confession of the humble. Tue 
SICK ALREADY CONFESS, BECAUSE THEY ARE SICK. 
Let THE PHYSICIAN, THEN, COME; AND HEAL THE 
sick. Bur wHatT PHYSICIAN ? VERILY, OUR 
Lorp Jesus Curist*. 


* [nterrogamus Apostolum, et dicit nobis: Quoniam non sumus 
sub Lege, sed sub Gratia. Misit ergo Filium suum, factum ex 
muliere, factum sub Lege, ut eos qui sub Lege erant redimeret, 
ut adoptionem filiorum reciperemus. Ecce, ad hoc venit Chris- 
tus, ut eos, qui sub Lege erant, redimeret: ut jam non simus sub 
Lege, sed sub Gratia. Quis ergo dedit Legem? Ille dedit 
Legem, qui dedit et Gratiam. Sed Legem per servum misit : 
cum Gratia ipse descendit. Et unde facti erant homines sub 
Lege? Non implendo Legem. Qui evim Legem implet, non 
est sub Lege, sed cum Lege: qui autem sub Lege est, non 
sublevatur, sed premitur Lege. Omnes itaque homines, sub 
Lege constitutos, reos facit Lex: et, ad hoe, illis super caput 
est, ut ostendat peccata non tollat. Lex ergo jubet : Dator Legis 
miseretur in eo, quod jubet Lex. Conantes homines implere 
viribus suis quod a Lege preceptum est, ipsa sua temeraria et 
precipiti presumptione ceciderunt : et non sunt cum Lege, sed 
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The Apostle says: As in Adam all die, even so 
in Christ shall all be made alive. Who are those, 
that appertain to Adam’? All, who are born from 
Adam. Who are those, that appertain to Christ ; 
All, who are born through Christ. Why are all in 
sin? Because no man is born exclusively of Adam. 
But, that all should be born from Adam, was @ 
matter of necessity from condemnation: to be born 
through Christ is a matter of will and of grace. 
Men are not compelled to be born through Christ : 
Jrom Adam they are not born because they willed it. 
Nevertheless, all, who are from Adam with sin, are 
sinners : ALL, WHO ARE JUSTIFED THROUGH CurRistT, 
ARE RIGHTEOUS, NOT IN THEMSELVES, BUT IN HIM*. 


sub Lege facti sunt rei. Et, quoniam suis viribus implere non 
poterant Legem, facti rei sub Lege, imploraverunt liberatoris 
auxilium: et reatus Legis fecit egritudinem superbis. Adgritudo 
superborum facta est confessio humilium. Jam confitentur 
zgroti, quia egrotant. Veniat medicus, et sanet zgrotos. Me- 
dicus quis? Dominus noster Jesus Christus. August. Expos. 
in Evan. Joann. tract iii. Oper. vol. ix. p. 7. 

* Dicit: Sicut enim in Adam omnes moriuntur, sic et in 
Christo omnes vivificabuntur. Qui pertinent ad Adam? Omnes 
qui nati sunt de Adam. Qui ad Christum? Omnes qui nati 
sunt per Christum. Quare omnes in peccato? Quia nemo natus 
est preter Adam. Ut omnes nascerentur ex Adam, necessitatis 
fuit ex damnatione: nasci per Christum : voluntatis est et gratia. 
Non coguntur homines nasci per Christum: non quia volerunt, 
nati sunt ex Adam. Omnes tamen qui ex Adam cum peccato, 
peccatores ; omnes qui per Christum justificati, justi, non in se, 
sed in illo. August. Expos. in Evan, Joan. tract. iii. Oper. 
vol. ix. p. 8. 
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John says: From his fulness we have all re- 
ceived, and grace for grace; that is, we have 
received grace for grace.—We have received, from 
his fulness, first grace: and then again we have 
received grace ; even grace for grace. WHAT GRACE 
HAVE WE FIRST RECEIVED? FaitH. WHEN WE 
WALK IN FAITH, WE WALK IN GRACE. WHENCE, 
THEN, HAVE WE MERITED THIS? By WHICH OF 
OUR PRECEDENT MERITS? LeT NO ONE HERE 
FLATTER HIMSELF. Lather let him return to his 
conscience: let him explore the secret hiding-places 
of his cogitations: let him return to the series 
of his actions. Let him not observe what he now 
as, if indeed he be any thing ; but what he was, that 
he might be somewhat: and he will find, that he 
was worthy of nothing save punishment. Ir THEN, 
THOU WERT WORTHY OF PUNISHMENT, AND IF HE 
CAME WHOSE OFFICE WAS NOT TO PUNISH SINS 
BUT TO PARDON THEM: GRACE IS GIVEN UNTO 
THEE, NOT WAGES PAID TO THEE. Why, indeed, is 
it called grace? Because it is given gratis. Lor 
BY NO PRECEDENT MERITS DIDST THOU BUY WHAT 
THOU HAST RECEIVED. The sinner, therefore, re- 
ceived this grace first, that his sins should be 
foreiven him. What did he merit? Let him ask 
Justice: and he will find punishment. Let him ask 
Mercy: and he will find grace.—But thou hast 
believed in him, who justifieth the ungodly. What 
meaneth that saying : Who justifieth the ungodly ? 
From an ungodly it makes a godly, person, Think, 
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what through the Law ought to have over thee, and 
what thou hast gained through grace. Having 
obtained the just grace of Faith, thou shalt be just 
from faith: for The just liveth from Faith: and 
thou shalt deserve God by living from Faith. When 
thou shalt have deserved God by living from 
Faith, thou receivest as thy reward, immortality 
and life eternal: and this is grace. for what 
merit, then, dost thou receive eternal life? Purely 
for grace. For, if Faith itself be grace, and if 
eternal life be a sort of reward of Faith: God seems 
in some sort, to give us eternal life as adebt. But 
to whom due? To him who possesses Faith, because 
he has deserved it through Faith. But, since Faith 
itself is grace: eternal life also is grace for grace.— 
Therefore, brethren, we all have received out of his 
Sulness: out of the fulness of his mercy, out of the 
abundance of his goodness, we have received. What? 
The remission of our sins that we might be justified 
from Faith. And what more? Grace for grace: 
that is, for that grace in which we live from Faith, 
we shall receive yet additional grace. But, after alt, 
what is the whole, save grace? For, if I shall say 
that this also is a debt to me, I assign something to 
myself as a person to whom a debt is due. But God 
crowneth in us his gifts of mercy: yet only on con- 
dition, that we perseveringly walk in that grace 
which we first received*. 

* Ait, De plenitudine ejus nos omnes accepimus, et gratiam pro 
gratia; id est, accepimus.—Accepimus enim, de plenitudine ejus, 
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When the Apostle says, that, in his judgment, 
A man is justified through Faith without the works 


primo gratiam: et rursum accepimus gratiam pro gratia. Quam 
gratiam primo accepimus? Fidem. In fide ambulantes, in 
gratia ambulamus, Unde enim hoc meruimus? Quibus nostris 
precedentibus meritis? Nonse quisque compalpet. Redeat in 
conscientiam suam: querat latebras cogitationum suarum: redeat 
ad seriem factorum suorum. Nonattendat quid sit, sijam aliquid 
est; sed quid fuerit, ut esset aliquid : inveniet, non se dignum 
fuisse, nisi supplicio. Si ergo supplicio dignus fuisti, et venit 
ille qui non peccata puniret sed peccata donaret : gratia tibi data 
est, non merces reddita. Unde vocatur gratia? Quia gratis 
datur. Non enim precedentibus meritis emisti, quod accepisti. 
Hance ergo accepit gratiam primam peccator, ut ejus peccata 
dimitterentur. Quid meruit? Interroget Justitiam: invenit 
poenam. Interroget misericordiam: invenit gratiam.—Credi- 
disti autem in eum, qui justificat impium. Quid est: Qui 
justificat impium? Ex impio facit pium. Cogita, quid per legem 
tibi imminere debebat, et quid per gratiam consecutus sis. Con- 
secutus autem istam gratiam fidei, eris justus ex fide; Justus 
enim ex fide vivit : et promereberis Deum vivendo ex fide. Cum 
promerueris Deum vivendo ex fide, accipis premium immor- 
talitatem et vitam zternam: et illa gratia est. Nam pro quo 
merito accipis vitam eternam? Pro gratia. Sienim ipsa fides 
gratia est, et vita zterna quasi merces est fidei: videtur quidem 
Deus vitam eternam tanquam debitam reddere. Cui debitam ? 
Fideli, qui promeruit illam per fidem. Sed, quia ipsa fides gratia 
est: et vita eterna gratia est pro gratia.— Ergo, fratres, omnes 
de plenitudine ejus accepimus: de plenitudine misericordize 
ejus, de abundantia bonitatis ejus, accepimus. Quid? Remis- 
sionem peccatorum, ut justificaremur ex fide. Et insuper quid ? 
Gratiam pro gratia: id est, pro hac gratia in qua ex fide 
vivimus, recepturi sumus aliam. Quid tamen, nisi gratiam. 
Nam, si dixero, quia et hoc debetur: aliquid mihi assigno, 
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of the law: he says not this, as indicating that the 
works of righteousness may be contemned after the 
reception and profession of Faith, but only as teach- 
ing that each person should know the possibility of 
his being justified through Faith even though the 
works of the law shall not have gone before. or 
GOOD WORKS FOLLOW AFTER A JUSTIFIED PERSON: 
THEY DO NOT GO BEFORE IN ORDER THAT HE MAY 
BE JUSTIFIED*. 


quasi cui debebatur. Coronat autem in nobis Deus dona mise- 
ricordiz suze : sed si in ea gratia, quam primam accepimus, per- 
severanter ambulemus. August. Expos. in Evan. Joan. tract. ul. 
Oper. vol. ix. p. 8. 

* Cum dicit Apostolus, arbitrari se justificari hominem per 
fidem sine operibus legis: non hoc agit, ut percepta ac professa 
fide opera justitiz contemnantur, sed ut sciat se quisque per 
fidem posse justificari etiamsi legis opera non preecesserint: se- 
quuntur enim justificatum, non preecedunt justificandum. August. 
de Fide et Operib. c. xiv. Oper. vol. iv. p. 28, 

I am perfectly aware, that Bishop Bull and his annotator Dr. 
Grabe attempt to do away the force of this passage: but, to 
my own apprehension at least, they are unsuccessful. 

The comment of Bishop Bull runs as follows. 

Nimirum intelligendus est Augustinus, non de operibus qui- 
buscunque, sed de longa ac jugi operatione: ut sensus ejus sit ; 
Pauciora ae minora esse opera, que justificandum praecedunt, 
quam que gustificatum sequuntur. Absque hoc grano salis, 
axioma illua (adeo ab omnibus decantatum) a manifesta falsitate 
vix ac ne vix quidem purgari possit. Harmon. Apost. Dis- 
sert. ll. c. 3. §2. 

By the aid of the learned Prelate’s granum salis, we may, I 
submit, make an ancient author say pretty much what best suits 
our own purpose. In truth, tha passage, though it may be decan- 
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We are his workmanship, created in Christ in 
good works: FOR MAN CAN WORK NO RIGHTEOUS- 
NESS, UNLESS HE BE FIRST JUSTIFIED. The Apostle 
saith: Believing in him who justifieth the ungodly. 
He begins from Faith, in order to make it clear: 
that not good works, PRECEDING Justification, shew 
what man hath merited; but that good works, Fou- 
LOWING AFTER Justification, shew what man hath 
received™. 

1. It certainly were a strange thing, if Augus- 
tine, the great defender of the doctrine of Grace 
against the arrogancy of Pelagius, had yet taught : 
that Man is justified by any works of Righteousness, 
however and whenever wrought by himself. This 
were a matter, which no one could have antici- 
pated: and, if such a speculation had been seri- 
ously advanced by him, every one must have been 
astonished at his inconsistency. 

Augustine, however, inculcates a system of a 
totally different description. With the Church of 
England, he maintains: that so far as the grounpD 
and PROCUREMENT of our Justification are con- 


tatum, or, as Forbes, cited by Grabe, somewhat pettishly says, 
al nauseam usque repetiium, speaks exactly the same language, as 
another perhaps less familiar passage of Augustine, which I cite 
in immediate consecution to the present. 

* Tpsius sumus figmentum, creati in Christo in operibus bonis, 
Justitiam enim homo non operatur, nisi justificatus. Credens au- 
tem in eum, quijustificatimpium. <A fide incipit : ut bona opera, 
non precedentia quod meruit, sed consequentia quod accepit, 
ostendant. Augus. Esarr. in Psalm. cx. Oper. vol. viii. p. 464. 
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cerned, we are justified freely through grace 
without works; yet this justifying Faith is not 
a barren faith, inasmuch as good works are ever 
the fruits of a real Faith, and always follow after, 
though they do not precede, the act of Justifica- 
tion. For man, says he, can work no righteous- 
ness, until he be first justified. 

Hence, in the judgment of Augustine, we are 
not to imagine: that we are justified by reli- 
giously good works which succeed the infusion of 
divine grace, any more than we are justified by 
those moral and social acts of mere human secular 
virtue which may possibly precede such infusion. 
For, if we should depart out of this life imme- 
diately after we became believers or immediately 
we had by Faith laid hold of Christ’s perfect 
Righteousness, so that we should have performed 
not a single good work before our death: still, 
the Justification of Faith would remain with us, 
effective and unimpaired. 

2. Accordingly, this Justification, he tells us, 
is brought about or procured, not by an infusion 
of Inherent Righteousness, but by a forensic act 
of Mutual or Interchanging Imputation. 

As the ground of asserting this doctrine, he 
uses, it is true, the Latin Vulgate: which, follow- 
ing the Greek of the Seventy, gives a palpably 
erroneous translation of the Hebrew Verity in 
the first verse of the twenty second Psalm *. 


* Makpay amd ris cwrnpias pov ol Aoyos Toy MapamTapaToy av. 
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But still, though he deduces his doctrine from a 
text which will not bear him out, the doctrine 
itself is not the less, on that account, the doctrine 
of Augustine : and that doctrine is stated so ex- 
plicitly, as to prevent all possibility of misappre- 
hension. 

Why doth the Lord say my sins, he asks: save 
as intimating, that he himself prays for our sins, 
and hath made our sins to be his own sins, that 
he might make his own Righteousness to be our 
Righteousness ? 

Clearly, the doctrine of Augustine, like the 
doctrine of Athanasius and Chrysostom, is the 
doctrine of Forensic Imputation in its very highest 
sense. He contends: not merely that we are 
justified by an imputation of Faith to us for or 
instead of a righteousness which we possess not ; 
but that we are justified by the double process, 
of our sins being imputatively made Christ’s sins, 
and of Christ’s Righteousness being imputatively 
made our Righteousness. 


Psalm. xxii. 1. Our own translators from the original Hebrew 
give the true verbal sense of the passage, though not the quite 
exact rendering of it as a whole. 

Why art thou so far from helping me, and from the words of 
my roaring ? 

The exact version is the following. 

Far from helping me are the words of my roaring. 

That is to say: My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken 
me? The words of my own complaint are insufficient to help 
me or to preserve me in this day of my sore affliction. 
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3. In strict agreement with this unambiguous 
decision, he explicitly teaches us: that Ad/, who 
are justified through Christ, are righteous, NOT IN 
THEMSELVES, BUT IN HIM. 

Here, even in so many words, he distinctly 
opposes the fond notion of Mr. Knox and the 
Roman Church: that Those, who are justified 
through Christ, are, in order to the PROCUREMENT 
of their Justification and Acceptance with God, not 
merely made righteous 1x HIM by an act of impu- 
tation, but actually made righteous IN THEMSELVES 
by an infusion of Inherent Righteousness. 

4. Nevertheless, no one can guard more care- 
fully against any abuse of this doctrine of imputa- 
tion, than Augustine. 

We are not to imagine: that, When once men 
shall have believed in Christ, they may be saved 
through Faith, even if afterward their works should 
be evil, and they should lead wicked and flagitious 
lives. So far from it, Maith 1s empty if it does not 
produce good works: for works will ever follow 
after a lively Faith, and will ever be present with 
a justified person, though they procure not his 
Justification. 

What meaneth that saying: Who justifieth the 
ungodly? he asks. From an ungodly, it makes a 
godly, person: he answers. 

The fruit of Justification is godliness. First, 
comes the Righteousness of Justification ; which 
is perfect, but not inherent: and, next in order, 

N Q 
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follows the Righteousness of Sanctification ; which 
is inherent, but not perfect. But, while the In- 
herent Righteousness of Sanctification thus fol- 
lows after the faith which embraces the Extrinsic 
Righteousness of Justification, as fruit follows 
after the planting of the tree which bears it: 
Augustine warns us against any proud act of 
building upon it or depending upon it, as if, on 
ACCOUNT OF IT, we could meritoriously obtain 
salvation. Our own Righteousness, he teaches, 
ws indeed true Righteousness, in so far forth as 
respects the end of true goodness to which it is 
referred: but, in this life, tt is ever such, that it 
consists rather in the remission of sins, than in the 
perfection of virtues. 

5. It may be said: that Augustine, when ex- 
plaining St. John’s phrase, GRACE FOR GRACE, 
speaks of justified persons DESERVING 0? MERITING 
God by living from Faith ; and intimates, that, 
through Faith, a man may DESERVE Or MERIT 
eternal life, though, after all, the whole is nothing 
save grace. 

I readily acknowledge, that such is his lan- 
guage: and, because it is his language, I have, 
in all fairness, duly and unreservedly brought it 
forward. 

In the present day, when, through long contro- 
versy, the word merit has theologically acquired 
a strict and solitary scholastic signification, no 
devout scripturist would ever use it in application 
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to any human performances: but, among the 
early Fathers, the term is by no means used with 
such exact precision of import; and, in the par- 
ticular case of Augustine, if his phraseology be 
rigidly interpreted as a Romanist would of course 
wish to interpret it, we shall inevitably make him, 
as is manifest from the other passages which have 
been adduced, directly contradict himself. He 
means, I think, nothing more than a gaining or 
acquiring or procuring ; without intending to con- 
vey the idea, which, in modern times, we attach 
to the ominous word merir*. And, indeed, he 
himself is anxious, by his own carefully qualifying 
explanation, to guard against any mischievous 
perversion of his phraseology. We may DESERVE 
God, he remarks, and we may DESERVE eternal 
life, through Faith: but then, the Mertr (if MERIT 
it may be called) being purely from grace, eternal 
life is only A SORT OF REWARD oR PAY Of Faith {. 


* See this matter fully established below, Append. Num. IIT. 

+ Quasi merces fidei. This mitigating guasz fully explains, 
how we ought to understand the term Merit or Desert or Wor- 
thiness, as employed by Augustine and others of the ancient 
Fathers. Clearly, we ought not to understand it in the sense 
annexed to it by the modern Doctors of the Church of Rome. 

I may further observe, that the precise term Worthiness or 
Merit is repeatedly used by the inspired writers, and that in so 
doing they only follow the example of our Lord himself. 

They, that shall be accounted WORTHY (xatabiwOévres) to 

obtain that world and the resurrection from the dead, neither 
marry nor are given in marrage. Luke xx. 35. 

Watch ye, therefore, and pray always, that ye may be 
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and, IN SOME sort only it is, that God may seem 
to give us eternal life as adebi*. I take it, in 


accounted WORTHY (xarafiw6jre) to escape all these things that 
shall come to pass, and to stand before the Son of Man. Luke 
xx1. 36. 

They shall walk with me in white; for they are WORTHY 
(af10:). He that overcometh, the same shall be clothed in white 
raiment. Rev. iii. 4. ; 

Walk WORTHY (abias) of the vocation wherewith. ye are 
called. Ephes. iv. 1. 

That ye might walk WORTHY (afia<) of the Lord unto all 
pleasing, being fruitful in every good work, and increasing in 
the knowledge of God. Coloss. i. 10. 

That ye would walk WORTHY (4£iws) of God, who hath called 
you unto his kingdom and glory. 1 Thess. ii. 12. 

The corresponding words, used in the Latin Vulgate, are 
digni and digné. ; 

Such passages as these will afford the best comment upon 
Augustine’s meritis and promerueris and promeruit. The same 
Divine Person, who thus, expressed himself, taught us also to 
say: Father, I have sinned against heaven and before thee, 
and am no more WORTHY (d&t0s) to be called thy son; make 
me as one of thy hired servants. Luke xv. 18,19. Nor is this 
confession to be limited to those, who have literally been 
profligates. For, what is the advice which the Saviour gives 
even to the most exemplary and the most laborious of his 
servants ? Doth he tell them, with the Tridentine Doctors, 
that God views his gifts to man as man’s merits, or that Man 
is gustified through his own Righteousness inherent in him by 
infusion ? Hear his voice. Doth a man thank his servant, 
because he did the things that were commanded him? I trow 
not. So likewise ye, when ye shall have done all those things 
which are commanded you, say: We are unprofitable servants ; 
we have done that which was our duty to do. Luke xvii. 
9, 10. * Tanquam debitam. 


CHAP. IV. | OF JUSTIFICATION. 183 


short, when Augustine is faithfully compared 
with Augustine, that he means simply to convey 
the idea which is conveyed in Scripture itself: 
the idea, to wit, that By doing God’s command- 
ments, we may have a POWER over the tree of life, 
or (as our translators scruple not to render the 
original) may have a riaut to the tree of life, and 
may enter in through the gates into the city*. In 
other words, he means, I suppose, to intimate, 
what Scripture teaches us will really be the case: 
that, When the Son of man shall come in the glory 
of his Father with his angels, he will REWARD 
every man according to his works; though it is 
no part of the office of his works to PROCURE his 
Justification f. 

XVII. I have now, in pies chronological 
succession, exhibited sixteen of the Fathers, 
from the days of St. Paul down to the year 430 ; 
that is to say, in roundness of expression, sixteen 
of the Fathers, from the latter half of the first 
century down to about the middle of the fifth 
century. 

The catalogue of witnesses might easily have 
been extended downward: for, not to mention 


* Maxdpios of worotyres tas evtoAas adtod, va eora 7 EROTSIA 
avray émt ro Evaov tH Coys, Kal Tos MUAD CW cloéAOwosy Cig THY TOALY. 
Rey. xxii. 14. 

+ Matt. xvi. 27. Compare Rom. ii. 6. 1 Corinth. ix. 24— 
27. 2 Corinth. iv. 17, 18. v. 9, 10. Heb. vi. 10—12. 2 Peter 
1.10, 11. Rey. ii. 23; -xxv-12) 13. 4xxti. 12. 
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other writers who intervene between Augustine 
and Bernard, I might, successfully I doubt not, 
have examined, Prosper who immediately followed 
his partial contemporary Augustine in the fifth 
century, Gicumenius who flourished in the tenth 
and eleventh centuries, and Anselm who lived 
from the eleventh century into the beginning of 
the twelfth century; inasmuch as all these are 
claimed by the well-read and cautious author of 
our Anglican Homily of Justification or Salvation. 
But, so far as evidence to the Catholic Doctrine 
of the Church is concerned, quite a sufficiency, 
unless I greatly mistake, has already been ad- 
duced. 

According, then, to the plan which I have 
marked out for myself, as I began with Clement 
of Rome the earliest of the Fathers, I shall end 
with Bernard of Clairvaux who is usually deemed 
the last of the Fathers and who flourished about 
the middle of the twelfth century. 

Concerning Righteousness itself shall be our joy, 
when Christ our life shall appear, and when we 
shall appear with him in glory. for uk 1s THE 
PERSON, WHO, OF GOD THE FATHER, WAS MADE 
UNTO US RIGHTEOUSNESS ™*. 

What can all our Righteousness be before God? 


* De ipsa justitia erit letitia nostra, quando Christus ap- 
parebit vita nostra, et nos apparebimus cum ipso in gloria : 
quoniam ipse est, qui factus est nobis a Deo Patre justitia. 
Bernard. Homil. in Epiph. serm. iv. Oper. col. 82. 
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Shall it not, according to the prophet, be viewed as 
a filthy rag: and, if it be strictly judged, shall not 
all our Righteousness turn out to be mere unright- 
cousness and deficiency? Wat, THEN, SHALL IT 
BE CONCERNING SINS, WHEN NOT EVEN OUR 
RIGHTEOUSNESS ITSELF CAN ANSWER FOR ITSELF? 
Wherefore, vehemently exclaiming with the prophet, 
Enter not into judgment with thy servant, O Lord, 
let us, with all humility, flee to mercy ; which alone 
can save our souls *. 

Whosoever, feeling compunction for his sins, 
hungers and thirsts after Righteousness ; LET HIM 
BELIEVE IN THEE, WHO JUSTIFIEST THE UNGODLY ; 
AND THUS, BEING JUSTIFIED THROUGH FAITH 
ALONE, HE SHALL HAVE PEACE witH Gop. Not 
only thy conversation, O Blessed Saviour, but lke- 
wise thy very conception, was most sweetly and most 
copiously redolent of Sanctity : for thou didst neither 
commit, nor contract, sin. Let those persons, 
therefore, who, being justified from their sins, 
desire and meditate to follow after holiness without 


* Quid potest esse omnis justitia nostra coram Deo ? Nonne, 
juxta prophetam, velut pannus menstruate reputabitur: et, si 
districté judicetur, injustitia invenietur omnis justitia nostra et 
minus habens? Quid, ergo, de peccatis erit, quando ne ipsa 
quidem pro se poterit respondere justitia ? Propterea obnixé 
cum propheta clamantes, Non zntres in judicium cum servo tuo, 
Domine, tota humilitate ad misericordiam recurramus, que 
sola potest salvare animas nostras. Bernard. in Test. Omn. 
Sanctor. serm. i. Oper. col. 285. 
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which no man shall see God, hear thee exclaiming : 
Be ye holy, since Lam holy. Let them consider 
thy ways, and let them learn of thee: for thou art 
righteous in all thy ways, and holy in all thy works. 
Already, how many doth the odour of redemption 
cause torun! When thou art raised up from the 
earth, then thou completely drawest all things unto 
thyself. Thy passion is the last refuge, the alone 
remedy. When wisdom fails, when RIGHTEOUSNESS 
IS INSUFFICIENT, when the merits of sanctity suc- 
cumb: it then succours us. For wHo, EITHER 
FROM HIS OWN WISDOM, OR FROM HIS OWN 
RIGHTEOUSNESS, OR FROM HIS OWN HOLINESS, 
SHALL PRESUME UPON A SUFFICIENCY TO SALVA- 
TION * ’——Remember not the faults of my youth and 
my deeds performed in ignorance: and then [am 
righteous. Lead me, O Lord, in thy way: and 
then I am holy. Nevertheless, if thy blood inter- 
pose not for me, I am not saved.— Whence is true 
Righteousness, save from the mercy of Christ ? 
Where is true temperance, save in the life of Christ? 
—They alone are righteous, who, from his mercy, 


* Bernard, I think, has evidently borrowed this passage 
from Clement of Rome, as cited above, § I. 

Ob 8 éautdy Sixasotucba, odd Sic THs Yuetepas coplas, n TUVETEWS, 
4 ciocBelac, 7 epyoy ay Katepyacducda ev doidryts Kapdiag. 

It is most gratifying to see such a concordance even down 
to the twelfth century. The true doctrine blazed out, as it 
were, with special brightness, immediately before its temporary 
eclipse through the speculations of the Schoolmen. See below, 
chap. x. § IT. 
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have obtained the pardon of their sins: they alone 
are temperate, who study to imitate his life*. 

O thou alone truly blessed, to whom the Lord 
hath not imputed sin: for there is no one, who 
actually hath not sin. All have sinned: and all 
want the glory of God. Yet, who shall bring any 
accusation against the elect of God? To mz 1T 18 
SUFFICIENT, FOR ALL RIGHTEOUSNESS, ONLY TO 
HAVE HIM PROPITIATED, AGAINST WHOM ONLY I 


* Quamobrem quisquis, pro peccatis compunctus, esurit et 
sitit justitiam, credat in te qui justificas impium: et, solam 
justificatus per fidem, pacem habebit ad Deum. Sanctitatem 
quoque suavissimé et copiosissimé tua redolet, non solum con- 
versatio, sed et conceptio: peccatum siquidem non commisisti, 
nec contraxisti. Qui ergo, justificati a peccatis, sectari desi- 
derant deliberantque sanctimoniam sine qua nemo videbit 
Deum, audiant te clamantem: Sancti estote, quoniam ego 
sanctus sum. Considerent vias tuas, et discant a te, quia justus 
sis in omnibus viis tuis, et sanctus in omnibus operibus tuis. 
Jam redemptionis odor quantos currere facit! Cum exaltaris 
a terra, tune prorsus omnia trahis ad teipsum. Passio tua, 
ultimum refugium, singulare remedium. Deficiente sapientia, 
justitia non sufficiente, sanctitatis succumbentibus meritis; illa 
succurrit. Quis enim de sua, vel sapientia, vel justitia, vel 
sanctitate, prasumat sufficientiam ad salutem ?— Delicta juven- 
tutis mez, et ignorantias meas, ne memineris: et justus sum. 
Deduc me, Domine, in via tua: et sanctus sum. Veruntamen, 
nisi interpellet sanguis tuus pro me, salvus non sum.—Unde 
vera justitia, nisi de Christi misericordia ? Ubi vera temper- 
antia, nisi in Christi vita?—Soli justi; qui, de ejus misericor- 
dia, veniam peccatorum consecuti sunt: soli temperantes; qui 
ejus vitam imitari student, Bernard. in Cantic. serm. xxi. 
Oper. col. 600, 601. 
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HAVE SINNED. very thing, which he shall have 
decreed not to impute to me, is thus as if ut had 
never been. Ireedom from all sin is the Right- 
eousness of God: THE PURE INDULGENCE OF GOD 
IS THE RIGHTEOUSNESS OF MAN*. 

ft was man, who owed: tt is man who pays. 
For, saith the Apostle, if one died for all, then 
were all dead: meaning thereby to intimate ; that 
THE SATISFACTION MADE BY ONE SHOULD BE IM- 
PUTED TO ALL, EVEN AS CONVERSELY ONE BEAR 
THE SINS OF ALL: SO THAT THERE SHOULD NOT 
BE FOUND ONE DISTINCT PERSON WHO INCURRED 
THE FORFEIT, AND ANOTHER DISTINCT PERSON 
WHO MADE SATISFACTION ; BECAUSE, TRULY, THE 
HEAD AND THE BODY ARE ONE CHRIST. THE 
HEAD SATISFIED FOR ITS MEMBERS: CHRIST, FOR 
HIS OWN BOWELS J. 

1. It would be difficult to find a series of pas- 


* O solus veré beatus, cui non imputavit Dominus pecca- 
tum. Nam, qui non habuerit peccatum, nemo. Omnes enim 
peccaverunt, et omnes egent gloria Dei. Quis accusabit tamen 
adversus electos Dei? Sufficit mihi, ad omnem justitiam, 
solum habere propitium, cui soli peccavi. Omne, quod mihi 
non imputare decreverit, sic est quasi non fuerit. Non peccare, 
Dei justitia est: hominis justitia, indulgentia Dei. Bernard. 
in Cant. serm. xxiii. Oper. col. 630. 

+ Homo siquidem, qui debuit: homo, qui solvit. Nam, sé 
unus, inquit, pro omnibus mortuus est, ergo omnes mortur sunt : 
ut, videlicet, satisfactio unius omnibus imputetur, sicut omnium 
peccata unus ille portavit: nec alter jam inveniatur qui fore- 
fecit, alter qui satisfecit: quia Caput et Corpus unus est 
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sages more strongly condemnatory of the System 
advocated by Mr. Knox and the Church of Rome, 
than those which have been extracted from the 
writings of Bernard. 

Is an Inherent Righteousness, infused into us 


Christus. Satisfecit ergo Caput pro membris: Christus, pro 
visceribus suis. Bernard. Epist. exc. Oper. col. 1556. 

Exactly the same System of reciprocal imputation, and 
exactly the same Principle on which it is made to rest, are 
maintained by Bishop Hopkins. 

If Christ and the believer be one, says the Bishop of Derry, 
the Righteousness of Christ may well be reckoned the Right- 
eousness of the believer. Nay, mutual Imputation flows 
from mystical Union. The sins of believers are imputed to 
Christ ; and the Righteousness of Christ, to them: and both 
justly ; because, being united together by mutual consent (which 
consent, on our part, is Faith, God considers them but as one 
person. 

This exact accordance, both in System and in Principle, of 
a modern Anglican Divine with the last of the Fathers, is the 
more curious and remarkable, because, as we shall presently 
find, the new-fangled scheme of Mr. Knox and the Roman 
Church, which for a season overshadowed and overlaid the 
ancient Scheme, made its appearance for the first time, so far 
as I have been able to ascertain, immediately after the removal 
of Bernard, that toratos ypdwv, from the arena of Theology. 
See below, chap. x. § II. If the new Scheme had ever been 
started before the time of Bernard, so far from adopting it, he 
seems to be absolutely unconscious of its very existence. In 
the matter of Justification, he walks steadily in the steps of 
those illustrious ancients Augustine and Athanasius, who them- 
selves followed their own predecessors from the days of the 
Roman Clement downward. 
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through Faith in Christ, to be the procurine 
CAUSE or GROUND of our Justification? Bernard 
assures us; that all our own Righteousness must 
be viewed as a filthy rag: and declares ; that, if 
strictly judged, it will turn out to be a mere 
unrighteousness and a lamentable deficiency. 

Are the works of our Inherent Righteousness, 
as the Council of Trent speaks, to be deemed 
merits with God, on the score of their being the 
eifts of God? Bernard, canonised as he has 
been by the Roman Church, declares: that not 
even our Righteousness itself can answer for 
itself. 

Does our Justification consist, in our actually 
being made righteous, and not merely in our 
being declared righteous forensically ; so that 
henceforth, in arrest of judgment, we may safely 
plead before God the merits of our own Inherent 
Righteousness? Bernard, less quick-sighted than 
the Tridentine Fathers, can discover nothing for 
us to build upon, save the Perfect Righteousness 
of Christ: who himself was imputatively made 
Righteousness unto us of the Father. 

The Roman Church and Mr. Knox may advise 
us to build our Justification upon our own Per- 
sonal Righteousness inherently infused into us 
through faith: which, nevertheless, by a sort of 
theological fiction, we are to call God’s Right- 
eousness, because it is God’s gift. But, of such 
‘scholastic phantasies, Bernard seems quite uncon- 
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scious. He calls us away, from our own Inherent 
Personal Righteousness, to the Finished Extrinsic 
Righteousness of Christ. Zhy passion, he beauti- 
fully apostrophises the Saviour, zs the last refuge, 
the alone remedy. When Wisdom fails, when 
Righteousness is insufficient, when the fancied 
merits of Sanctity succumb : that passion then suc- 
cours us. or who, he asks, either from his own 
Wisdom, or from his own Righteousness, or from 
his own Holiness, shall presume upon a sufficiency 
to salvation ? 

Nay, in strict accordance with this humiliating 
phraseology, he advances yet a step further. Not 
content with telling us that our own Righteous- 
ness and our own Holiness are quite insufficient 
for our Justification here and our Salvation here- 
after, he points out to us, under the very highest 
form of Reciprocal Imputation, that alone Perfect 
Righteousness, that alone Complete Satisfaction, 
on which we can build with safety. The Satis- 
faction made by one, says he, ts imputed to all: 
even as, conversely, one bare the sins of all. Lhe 
Head and the Body are one Christ. The Head 
satisfied for its members: Christ, for his own 
bowels. 

2. But, while thus strong and thus decisive is 
the language of the last of the Fathers, he in no 
wise forgets to teach us; that, in those who are 
justified, holiness must henceforth be present, 
however insufficient ztse/f for our Justification : 
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though, unlike Mr. Knox and the Church of 
Rome, he confounds not together, what are 
wholly dissimilar and distinct, the Righteousness 
of Justification and the Righteousness of Sancti- 
fication. 

God views his people in Christ, as if they had 
never sinned: for the multitude of their sins is 
covered by the love of the Father *. 


* Thus, of the Church of old, the type and precursor of the 
Evangelical Church, it is said, on the same principle of impu- 
tativeness: He hath not beheld iniquity in Jacob ; neither hath 
he seen perverseness in Israel: Jehovah his God is with him; 
and the shout of the King is among them. Numb. xxiii. 21. 
So far as Inherent Righteousness is concerned, Israel was even 
proverbially stiff-necked and evil and perverse and ungrateful. 
Yet, imputatively, God sees in him neither perverseness nor 
iniquity : for all his sins, numerous as they may be, are by 
transference laid upon the head of that victim, which con- 
fessedly typifies the alone perfect and effectual victim Christ. 
Hence, in palpable allusion to this imputative transference, the 
Apostle says: He was made sin or a sin-offering for us, that 
we might be made the Righteousness of God in him. See 
Levit. i. 4. ili. 2. iv. 22—35. xvi. 21, 22. 

How the Jews themselves understood this ritual, though in 
good sooth they could scarcely misunderstand it, is abundantly 
shewn from the circumstantials attendant upon their modern 
sacrifice of a cock: which they very remarkably select, in 
preference to any other animal victim, on the specific alleged 
ground ; that the sacrifice of a cock more perfectly represents 
the sacrifice of a man, because the word Geber, which in the 
Hebrew denotes a man, is employed in the Talmudic or Baby- 
lonic Dialect to denote a cock. 

The man, who sacrifices the cock as the expiation for sin, 
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Yet we are not to stop short in our imitation of 
Christ: which imitation constitutes the Inherent 
but Imperfect Personal Righteousness of Sancti- 
fication. On the contrary, while Bernard accu- 
rately distinguishes between our Justification and 
our Sanctification, he pointedly teaches and ad- 


thrice dashes the bird against his own head : and, at each stroke, 
recites the following formula. 

Let this cock be a permutation for me: let him succeed into 
my place: let him be an expiation for me: let death be brought 
to this cock ; but let there be a fortunate life to me and to all 
[srael. Amen. 

Then he lays his hands upon the cock, as in the levitical 
sacrifices of old: and immediately kills him. First, he draws 
his skin tightly round his neck: thinking the while within 
himself; that he deserved to be thus strangled, but that he 
substituted and offered that cock in his own place. Next, he 
cuts his throat with a knife: again meditating within himself; 
that he deserved similarly to be slain with the sword. Then, 
immediately, he violently dashes him from his hands upon the 
ground: to denote; that he is worthy to be stoned to death. 
Lastly, he roasts him: in order thus figuratively to declare ; 
that he deserves to end his life by the action of fire. Such are 
the four modes of death, which it is the due office of the cock 
to sustain for the Jews. 

In regard to the physical constitution of the cock himself, 
they carefully select a white one for this sacrifice. But they 
altogether abstain from a red cock; because a red cock is 
already full of sms: agreeably to that text of the prophet ; 
Though your sins be as scarlet, they shall be as white as snow ; 
though they be red like crimson, they shall be as wool. For, if 
the cock be white; he is infected by no sins: and, thence, is 
able and fit to bear the sins of the people. But, if he be red; 


oO 
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monishes us, both what holiness is, and how it is 
to be pursued and cultivated. 

They alone are n1GHtTEOUS ; who, from Christ’s 
mercy, have obtained the pardon of their sins: they 


alone are TEMPERATE, who study to imitate his 
life *. 


he himself is already burdened with the load of his own sins: 
whence he is unfit to bear the sins of others. 

On this ceremony, Rabbi Mordecai remarks: While a man 
slays a cock in his own place, and thinks that he is in a manner 
slaying himself; there is no room left for preferring against 
him any accusation. See Buxtorf. Synagog. Judaic. c. xxv. 
p. 508—514. 

* See below, Append. Numb. IV. I have there given a 
variety of citations collected by Abp. Usher, which chronolo- 
gically fill up the space between Augustine and Bernard. 
‘When his witnesses are thus added to my own, the tale of them 
amounts to twenty eight: and these twenty eight witnesses so 
spread themselves over eleven centuries, that is to say, from 
A.D. 70 to A.D. 1130, or from Clement of Rome to Bernard 
of Clairvaux both inclusive, as not to leave any one single cen- 
tury without its own proper testimony. 


CHAPTER V. 


REMARKS ON THE WITNESSING FATHERS 
COLLECTIVELY. 


Since, throughout the preceding investigation, | 
have attached some remarks to the various cita- 
tions, made from the writings of each adduced 
Father of the Church, severally ; little remains to 
be said upon them all, collectively: yet, as a sort 
of summary or compendium, that little may not 
be altogether useless. 

I. The doctrine, that We are justified, not by an 
amputation of Faith tous InstEAD of Righteousness, 
but by an infusion into us of PERSONAL Inherent 
Righteousness, which makes us so just 1N oUR- 
SELVES, that henceforth, for whatever good deeds we 
perform, we may confidently set down God in our 
debt-books ; those good deeds being, in his bountiful 
estimation, strictly merits, and, as such, truly 
deserving an eternal reward: this doctrine, posi 
tively, not one of our authors, in any of the cita- 
tions before us, propounds and asserts. 

O 2 
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I]. On the other hand, negatively, many of them 
deny it even in ‘so many words: and, unless I 
wholly misunderstand them, a denial of it, on the 
part of them a//, is, by the very tenor and logical 
necessity of their statements, swmplied and sup- 
posed. 

II. Accordingly, what is plainly incompatible 
with the doctrine in question, a large proportion of ° 
them, distinctly though not scholastically, teach 
the opposite doctrine of Justification by an impu- 
tation to us of Faith INSTEAD OF RIGHTEOUSNESS: 
asserting, no doubt, as the Church of England 
asserts, that the Inherent Righteousness of Sanc- 
tification will always FoLLow arrEeR the Extrinsic 
Righteousness of Justification, and thence that 
holiness and the works of holiness will always Bz 
PRESENT WITH a justified person ; but denying, as 
the Church of England denies, that the holiness 
and holy works of the justified believer have any 
thing to do with the procurine of his Justifi- 
cation. In other words, they teach; that The 
Righteousness of Christ, appropriated by the instru- 
mentality of Faith, is THE SOLE GROUND OF OUR 
ACCEPTANCE witH Gop: denying such GROUND 
OF ACCEPTANCE to be our own Righteousness even 
though divinely infused, but asserting the sure 
subsequency of our Sanctification as the result of 
that OUR ACCEPTANCE. 

IV. Nor is this all. The doctrine of Imputa- 
tion even in its highest form, the form, I mean, of 
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Reciprocal or Alternating Imputation, is distinctly 
maintained, by the Writer to Diognetus, by Chry- 
sostom, by Athanasius, by Augustine, and by 
Bernard. 

The writer to Diognetus speaks of the Sweet 
Interchange of our sins to Christ and of Christ’s 
Righteousness to us: Chrysostom teaches, that 
God made a righteous person to be a sinner, in 
order that he might make sinners righteous: Atha- 
nasius tells us, that Zhe Perfect Righteousness 
of Christ, in the full accomplishment of the whole 
Law, is imputed to the entire Mass of Believers : 
Augustine insists upon the reality of a recipro- 
cating or interchanging [mputation, so that, Repu- 
tatively with God the Father, our sins become the 
sins of Christ, while, conversely, Christ's Right- 
eousness becomes our Righteousness: and Bernard, 
reéchoing the doctrine of his predecessors, teaches, 
that The Satisfaction made by one is imputed to all, 
even as, conversely, one bare the sins of all*. 


* Mr. Knox, it may be remembered, asks: What right has 
Mr. Milner to say, that Clement of Rome uses the term, To 
JUSTIFY, in a different sense from that of Augustine? And, at 
the same time, he states, as by the perfectly dependable con- 
fession of Mr. Milner: that Augustine perpetually understands 
St. Paul’s term, TO JUSTIFY, of INHERENT RIGHTEOUSNESS. 
See above, chap. iv. § I. 3. note. IL suppose, no further 
answer needs to be given to Mr. Knox, so far as the doctrine of 
Augustine is concerned. Certainly, I will not undertake to 
say; that Clement held, with Augustine, the doctrine of a two- 
fold mutual imputation: because Clement himself is silent on 
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V. Thus I may state, purely in the way of 
matter of racr. But I will add, hypothetically, 
yet further. 

Were it otherwise: were all the successive 
Fathers with the exception of the three Aposto- 
lical Fathers Clement and Ignatius and Polycarp, 
either silent as to the true scriptural doctrine of 
Justification, or even opposed to it by inculcating 
the doctrine of Mr. Knox and the Church of 
Rome; I should still, in point of historical value 
of evidence, deem those three Fathers alone more 
than sufficient to counterbalance the whole host 
of their successors. Did either ali those succes- 
sors, or any part of them, contradict Clement and 
Ignatius and Polycarp, the only legitimate conclu- 
sion, on the principle of Tertullian’s canon, would 
be: that they had departed from the Faith, once 
delivered to the saints; that the doctrine, incul- 
cated by the three Apostolic Fathers, was the 
sound doctrine, because it was the earliest; and 


that subject. But I will very readily say; that they neither 
of them understood St. Paul’s term, TO JUSTIFY, of INHERENT 
RIGHTEOUSNESS : because they both of them explicitly disavow 
any such sense; both of them declaring, that we are NOT jus- 
tified through the works which we have done even in holiness 
of heart (as Clement speaks), but through faith whereby the 
Almighty God hath justified all that ever lived. Here Augus- 
tine and Clement perfectly agreed in their understanding of St. 
Paul’s term, TO JUSTIFY. That they perfectly agreed in the 
RATIONALE of Justification, I can neither affirm nor deny: 
because I have no evidence before me. 
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that the doctrine, inculcated by their successors, 
was an adulterate doctrine, because it was intro- 
duced at a later period, and because it had not 
existed FROM THE BEGINNING. 

Happily, however, we are not driven to the 
unpleasantness of any such choice: but, still, were 
the making of any such choice imperative, I should 
not hesitate for a moment as to my decision. The 
consent of the Fathers, so far as we have noticed 
their consent, is satisfactory: but it is not neces- 
sary. In the way of overruling testimony, the 
real merits of the question lie within the narrow 
compass of those three Fathers, who were taught 
by the Apostles themselves, and who faithfully 
committed what they had learned to the immor- 
tality of imperishable writing *. 

VI. At the close of this examination of the 
Fathers of the Church, I cannot refrain from ad- 
verting both to the copiousness and to the clear- 
ness of their testimony. 

The copiousness of their testimony was not 
perhaps much to be wondered at: but, when we 
recollect, that, in their days, there had as yet 
been no controversy on the subject of Justification, 
we may well feel thankful for the very sufficient 
clearness also. 


I am far from meaning to say, that their state- 
* Td esse dominicum et verum, quod sit prius traditum; id 


autem extraneum et falsum, quod sit posterius immissum. 
Tertull. de Prescript. adv. Her. § 11. Oper. p. 107. 
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ments have the strict precision of modern times ; 
for this, in the very nature of things, was in a 
manner impossible. So long as no controversy 
is moved, men speak and write with no apprehen- 
sion that they can be misunderstood. Hence they 
dream not of that curious exactness in the use of 
words, which nothing but actual controversy will 
ever elicit. Under such circumstances, since the 
Fathers possessed not the gift of prophetic antici- 
pation, we cannot reasonably expect, that they 
should have cast their phraseology into the precise 
mould into which our phraseology is run. Re- 
specting the corruptions of the true primitive doc- 
trine of Justification, ideas are familiarly present 
to our minds, which could not have been present 
to their minds. In a word, they do not express 
themselves scholastically, because they write not 
controversially. Yet, even with this inevitable 
disadvantage in the way of their adduction as wit- 
nesses to the doctrine received by the Primitive 
Church Catholic, they speak with clearness suffi- 
cient to leave no reasonable doubt as to the mode in 
which St. Paul’s writings had ever been understood. 
Such is their value positively : and, negatively, as I 
have already observed, they possess yet an addi- 
tional value; in that they not only teach not the 
System of Mr. Knox and the Church of Rome, 
but that they seem to be absolutely unconscious of 
the very existence or the very possibility of such 
a System. 


CHAPTER VI. 
ROMISH NON-ADDUCTION OF THE FATHERS. 


From a real wish to ascertain and examine the 
passages, on which the Romanists claim the ver- 
dict of the Ancient Church in favour of the 
Tridentine Doctrine of Justification by an Infusion 
of Inherent Righteousness, I turned to the inge- 
nious Work of Mr. Berington. 

This Work professes to exhibit Zhe Faith of 
Catholics, as confirmed by Scripture, and as attested 
by the Fathers of the five first centuries .- 

There, consequently, I doubted not that I 
should find, ready to my hand, the passages of 
the old ecclesiastical writers: by which the 
Tridentine Doctrine of Justification is thought, 
among its votaries, to be sanctioned and substan- 
tiated. But I was disappointed. 

I. The author lays down, what he asserts to be 
the true Doctrine of the Church of Rome, in the 
three following propositions. 

1. When man has sinned, the remission or pardon 
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of sin is not attainable by him, otherwise than in and 
by the merits of the sufferings and death of Jesus 
Christ, who freely purchased our ransom. 

2. Lt is only through the same merits of Jesus 
Christ, that the just man can obtain, either an 
increase of holiness in this life, or eternal happiness 
an the neut. 

3. Lhe good works of a just man, proceeding 
from grace and charity, are so far acceptable to 
God, through his goodness and sacred promises, as 
to be truly deserving of an eternal reward: God 
crowning his own gifts, when he crowns the good 
works of his servants *. 

II. Having thus stated what he alleges to be 
the doctrine propounded by the Council of Trent ; 
to which, accordingly, he refers the reader for 
further information: Mr. Berington subjoins the 
following somewhat tantalising statement. 

As the doctrine of these three propositions is very 
generally admitted: and as all controversy on the 
subject, in regard to the belief of Roman-Catholics, 
has, in a great measure, ceased: I shall not insert 
the passages from the early Fathers, which I had 
prepared, and which, agreeably to my plan, should 
be here introduced, in order to shew; that, As 
what our Church teaches is confirmed by the Scrip- 
tures, so its descent from the Apostles also is attested 
by the writings of the ancient Fathers. On Man's 


* Berington’s Faith of Catholics, sect. 1. p. 2, 3, 4. 
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Justification through Christ, they are particularly 
full. But I must not omit, on this head, the decla- 
rations of the Council of Trent: which I wish the 
reader to compare with the words of the Propo- 
sitions *. 


* Berington’s Faith of Catholics, sect.i. p.6. Certainly, as 
Mr. Berington justly remarks and as we have already seen very 
abundantly, the ancient Fathers are particularly full on MAN’s 
JUSTIFICATION THROUGH CHRIST. But how does this esta- 
blish the Romish Doctrine: that MAN Is JUSTIFIED THROUGH 
HIS OWN RIGHTEOUSNESS INHERENT IN HIM? A plain man 
would deem the two Schemes the very antipodes of each other : 
but Mr. Berington, I allow, is an ingenious man. Still, how- 
ever, the words of the Council of Trent are too unequivocal to 
be either misunderstood or evaded. Justitia nostra dicitur, 
quia per eam nobis inherentem justificamur. 

From the sixteenth chapter of the sixth session of the Council 
of Trent, Mr. Berington, in his Work, quotes with sufficient 
copiousness and liberality. Part of his quotation precedes, and 
part of it succeeds, the remarkable clause, in which it is declared 
that We are justified through our own Righteousness inherent in 
us: but that clause, though occurring in the very middle of the 
passage cited, he carefully abstains from laying before his readers. 

Nay more: a reader, who possessed not my own troublesome 
propensity to verification by consulting original documents when 
alleged by the gentlemen of Romanism, would never imagine, 
from Mr. Berington’s mode of making his citation, that any 
intermediate sentence had been omitted. The quotation is 
entirely innocent of all those tell-tale marks (the 


, or 
the ......), which, among many authors, conventionally 
intimate the omission of a clause that may charitably be 
deemed either unimportant in itself or irrelevant to the matter 


in hand. 
Mr, Berington professes to set before his reader the declara- 
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Iif. What Mr. Berington means, by saying ; that 
Lhe doctrine of his three Propositions is very gene- 
rally adnuitted; and that Adl controversy on the 
subject, in regard to the belief of Roman-Catholics, 
has, in a great measure, ceased: I do not quite 
exactly understand. 

No Protestant-Catholic, J] apprehend, will ob- 
ject to either of his two first propositions: but 
ALL, who retain the faith of the Reformation and 


tions of the Council of Trent, and expresses a wish that he 
would compare them with the words of his Propositions. But 
how does he serve his reader : an unsuspecting Anglican Protes- 
tant, we will say, whom, through the very plausible medium of 
his book, he wishes to proselyte? Does he, in all good faith, lay 
before him EVERY declaration of the crowning Council of Trent? 
Nay, verily, he suppresses the very pith of the matter: and, 
furthermore, so prints his citation, as not to awake the slightest 
suspicion, that any thing is withheld. 

Nor is even this the whole amount of his extraordinary deal- 
ings with his reader. 

By alleging the Fathers as vouching for the Romish Doc- 
trine of Justification, and by telling us (very truly, no doubt) 
that they are particularly full on Man’s Justification through 
Christ, he plainly leads his reader to suppose, that Man’s Justt- 
fication through Christ, simply and solidly and distinctly, 
missis ambagibus, is the genuine and sole Romish Doctrine of 
Justification. Whereupon, in these latter days of theological 
light and amiable liberality, the worthy protestant reader incon- 
tinently exclaims: How grievously have our catholic brethren — 
been belied by clerical bigots of the Establishment, who know 
not what they say, nor whereof they affirm! Meanwhile, Mr. 
Berington is as silent as the grave, suppressing the whole sen- 
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of the Ancient Church, will sorely, I fear, strain 
at the third. 

On the whole, however, the Tridentine Fathers 
are certainly obliged to Mr. Berington for putting 
their decisions into a dress, much more decent, 
and therefore much better fitted to meet the eye 
of a perhaps somewhat indolent english inquirer, 


tence bodily, in regard to the real Romish Doctrine, as pro- 
pounded by the Divines of Trent: that MAN IS JUSTIFIED 
THROUGH HIS OWN RIGHTEOUSNESS INHERENT IN HIM. 
Why did Mr. Berington suppress this sentence? Why did he 
quote fore and aft: and yet sink this sentence altogether ? 
Why did he give no typographical hint, that he had omitted a 
sentence : yea, and a weighty sentence too? Was Mr. Bering- 
ton himself ashamed of the palpable unscripturality of his 
Church: or did he feel an unwillingness to expose to the pro- 
fane eyes of Protestantism the nakedness of his Mother and 
Mistress? Let his object have been what it may, such, at any 
rate, is the FACT. See Berington’s Faith of Catholics con- 
firmed, sect. i. p. 7, 8. 

It is only an act of justice to Mr. Berington, however, to 
remark: that, what he seems to have been virtuously ashamed 
of, Mr. Knox, less dainty in his theological taste, unreservedly 
brings forward as that which alone will stand the trial of a Phi- 
losophical Test ; confidently, the while, anticipating, that Pro- 
testants will shortly awake, and wonder how they could so long 
have dreamed of man’s chief hope resting on any ground but the 
moral one of HIS OWN PURITY OF HEART. Certainly Richard 
Hooker’s old clerk, had he lived in these our days, would again 
have said, relatively to the modern disciples of Mr. Knox : 
They have sequestered so many good men, that I doubt, if my 
good master Mr. Hooker had lived till now, they would Doc- 
TRINALLY have sequestered him too. 
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than that which has been provided for them by 
the care and selection of Conciliar Infallibility. 
How far his two first propositions, or indeed all 
his three propositions, fairly and distinctly ex- 
hibit the LEADING PECULIARITY of the Romish 
Doctrine; namely, Our Justification procured by 
an Infusion of Inherent Righteousness, or, as the 
Tridentine Divines still more broadly express it, 
Our Jusirvfication through our own Righteousness 
inherent in us: is another question. In not one of 
his three Propositions does Mr. Berington say a 
syllable about the subject: and the broad deci- 
sion, that We are justified through our own Right- 
cousness inherent in us, he altogether suppresses 
in the matter appended to his Propositions. De- 
cently withholding the gross offensiveness of this 
last unflinching decision, and yet not venturing to 
pass over in silence every conciliar development of 
the mysteries of Rome: in that appended matter, 
he subjoins another decision, somewhat more de- 
cent in its phraseology, touching the point of 
Infusion. This I shall give, that there may be no 
quibble, in the words of his own translation from 
the original Latin. 

Though no man can be just, but he to whom the 
merits of Christ are communicated : yet this 1s done, 
in the Justification of the sinner, when, by the merit 
of that passion, the charity of God is INFUSED into 
the hearts of them that are justified, and dwells 
therein ; whence, tegether with the remission of sins, 
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man receives, through Jesus Christ, the virtues of 
Faith, Hope, and Charity *. 

The process, then, of a man’s Justification, 
consists in the infusion of an Inherent Righteous- 
ness, which personally and really makes him so 
thoroughly just or righteous, that now he deserves 
eternal life by virtue of his own communicated 
stock of goodness. 

Hence, as Mr. Berington goes on to cite and 
translate the words of the Council, Although, in 
the Holy Scriptures, good works are so much valued, 
that Jesus Christ himself promises that a cup of 
water shall not lose its reward, and that the Apostle 
testifies that a momentary pain endured in this world 
shall produce an eternal weight of glory : neverthe- 
less, God forbid that a Christian should trust or 
glory in himself and not in the Lord ; whose bounty 
is so great to all men, that he will have those gifts, 
which he bestows upon them, to be their merits ft. 


* Concil. Trident. sess. vi. c. 7. in Berington’s Faith of 
Cathol. sect. i. p. 6, 7. 

It may not be improper to subjoin the words of the original. 

Quamquam nemo possit esse justus, nisi cul merita passionis 
Domini nostri Jesu Christi communicantur: id tamen, in hac 
impli justificatione, fit, dum, ejusdem sanctissime passionis 
merito, per Spiritum Sanctum charitas Dei diffunditur in cordi- 
bus eorum qui justificantur, atque ipsis inheret. Unde, in 
ipsa justificatione, cum remissione peccatorum, hc omnia 
simul infusa accipit homo per Jesum Christum, cui inseritur, 
fidem, spem, et charitatem. 

+ Concil. Trident. sess. vi. c. 16. in Berington’s Faith of 
Cathol. sect. i. p. 7, 8. 
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From these several statements we collect, both 
how the Tridentines define the road to Justifica- 
tion and Salvation, and likewise how they guard 
against all danger of self-inflation. 

First, a man is made righteous, by an Infusion 
into him of Inherent Righteousness. And this is 
the true idea of his Justification. 

Next, a man’s Inherent Righteousness, when 
infused into him, becomes, through God’s bounty, 
meritorious: so that, under the aspect of a strict 
and proper recompence of his good works, it 
deserves and obtains eternal life. And this is the 
true rationale of his Salvation. 

Finally, a man, though he cannot be just unless 
he be justified by his own Inherent Righteousness, 
yet acquires not that Inherent Righteousness by 
any independent exertions of his own moral 
strength, but receives it infused into his heart by 
God through his faith in the merits of Christ. 
And this is the true safe-guard against all pride 
and glorying and elation. 


I again subjoin the words of the original. 

Neque vero illud omittendum est, quod licet bonis operibus 
in sacris Litteris usque adeo tribuatur, ut etiam, qui uni ex 
minimis suis potum aque frigid dederit, promittat Christus 
eum non esse sua mercede cariturum ; et Apostolus testetur, id, 
quod in preesenti est, momentaneum et leve tribulationis nostre, 
supra modum in sublimitate zternum gloriz pondus operari in 
nobis: absit tamen, ut christianus homo in seipso vel confidat 
vel glorietur, et non in Domino; cujus tanta est erga omnes 
homines bonitas, ut eorum velit esse merita, quz sunt ipsius 


dona. 
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Such is the maze of Romish Justification : from 
Christ’s merits to man’s merits, a perpetual oscil- 
lation; from Christ’s Righteousness to man’s 
Righteousness, a perpetual vibration; of God’s 
gifts into man’s deservings, a perpetual trans- 
mutation : afraid to renounce all dependence upon 
Christ in words; but, in deeds, really placing all 
dependence upon man: bowing the knee before 
the verbally acknowledged King of the Jews; 
but smiting him on the head with the reed of 
meritorious self-sufficiency. 

Yet says Mr. Berington: Zhe doctrine of the 
three Propositions is very generally admitted: and 
all controversy on the subject, in regard to the 
belief of Roman-Catholics, has, in a great measure, 
ceased: therefore I shall not insert the passages 
from the early Fathers, which I had prepared, and 
which, agreeably to my plan, should be here in- 
serted. 

In other words, Mr. Berington, in his title- 
page, professes to attest the Faith of Catholics by 
the Fathers of the five first centuries: but, to the 
Faith of his Catholics touching the doctrine of 
Justificaton as defined by the Council of Trent, he 
brings not a single solitary attestation from any 
one of those Fathers. 


CHAPTER VII. 


THE SYSTEM ADVOCATED BY BISHOP BULL. 


Tue System, advocated by Bishop Bull, varies 
from that of Mr. Knox and the Tridentines, as a 
part differs from the whole. For the Bishop 
assigns the office of justifying to Math and Works 
produced by Faith conjointly : while Mr. Knox and 
the Tridentines assign that office simply to An 
Inherent Righteousness infused into us by God 
through our Faith in Christ. 

Almost at the beginning of his Harmonia Apos- 
tolica, the learned Prelate himself thus propounds 
his System of Justification. 

It is clearer than light, that that Justification, 
which, in the Gospel of Christ, is published and 
promulged, is nothing else, than the gratuitous act 
of God, whereby, on account of Christ, he absolves 
true believers, that is to say, persons endowed with 
@ FORMED FAITH: thus liberating them from the 
guilt and punishment of all sins, even the most 
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grievous ; of which from the Law of Moses no par- 
don was in any wise to be hoped for *. 

By rorMeEpD FAITH, the Bishop means, as our 
english translators write, Faith which worketh by 
love, or, as he would render the original Greek, 
Faith perfected through love +. 

Such being the case, when he teaches that Jus- 
tification is the gratuitous act of God by which he 
absolves those who are endowed with a Faith per- 
fected through love, he plainly asserts: that Not 
only FAITH ITSELF, or the simple act of appro- 
priating Belief, precedes Justification, but likewise 
THE WORKS WHICH ARE THE RESULT OR PRODUCE 
OR PERFECTING OF FAITH. 

Whence it inevitably follows ; the idea, indeed, 
running through his whole Treatise: that, When 
we are said to be justified by Faith or through 
Faith or from Faith t, we are justified, not simply 
by Faith as by an instrument, but by Faith viewed 
complexly as comprehending in one compounded body 
(as it were) both the Act of Belief and the Good 
Works which follow that Act. 


* Luce clarius apparet, Justificationem illam, quz, in Christi 
Evangelio, publicata et promulgata est, nihil aliud esse, quam 
gratuitum Dei actum, quo, propter Christum, vere credentes, 
hoc est, FIDE FORMATA preditos, absolvit : ac liberat a reatu 
et poena omnium peccatorum, etiam gravissimorum, et quorum 
ex Lege Mosis nulla prorsus venia speranda erat. Harmon. 
Apost. Dissert. i. c. 1. § 4. 

Pt Wieris 80 aycimgs evepyoupevy. Gal. v. 6. 
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Thus, so far as I can perceive, we are brought, 
if not entirely, yet at least very nearly, to the 
System advocated by Mr. Knox and the Church 
of Rome: namely, that We are justified by an In- 
fused Habit of Inherent Righteousness ; which, as 
its very name imports, involves the complex idea 
both of FAITH ITSELF and likewise of THE GOOD 
WORKS WHICH SPRING FROM FAITH. 

I. As witnesses to the primitive antiquity and 
the original catholic reception of his System, 
Bishop Bull, in the body of the Harmonia Aposto- 
lica itself, adduces none of the Fathers. He con- 
tents himself with merely endeavouring to parry or 
to invalidate the tremendously strong testimony of 
the Roman Clement against him*. But, in a 
subsequent Work written in defence of it, the 
Apologia to wit, he calls up Irenéus, Origen, 
Cyprian, Hilary, Basil, Pseudo-Ambrose, Chry- 
sostom, and Augustine, as unanimously favouring 
his definition f. 

I have perused his citations with due care and 
attention : but, to me, not one of them appears to 
serve his purpose; and many of them, I should 
say, according to their plain and natural accepta- 
tion, are directly adverse to it. 

1. The justice of this remark will be ren- 
dered the more evident, if we distinctly set down 


* See above, chap. iv. § [. 3. note. 
+ Apol. pro Harmon. sect. iv. § 5—12. 
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the PROFESSED oBJEcT for which he adduces 
them. 

(1.) Now his proFessEep oBJect, let it be care- 
fully observed and duly remembered, is this: 
To establish, on the evidential authority of his wit- 
nesses, the position; that MAN IS JUSTIFIED COM- 
PLEXLY, BOTH BY FAITH PROPERLY SO CALLED, 
AND BY THE WORKS OF FAITH, THE TWO JOINTLY 
CONSTITUTING THAT SINGLE COMPOUND BODY 
WHICH HE DENOMINATES FORMED FAITH. 

(2.) Such is the Bishop’s PROFESSED OBJECT: 
and, if any person, bearing this opsecr steadily 
in mind, will read his lordship’s citations, he 
may perhaps think with me, that the attempt at 
evidential substantiation from the Fathers is a 
failure. 

No doubt, the adduced Fathers repeatedly say, 
just as I or any other dissident from the eminent 
Prelate would say: that Jan ts not justified 
through a Faith, which is subsequently unproductive 
of Good Works; or that Man is justified only 
through a Faith, the realty of which is shewn by 
ets future Fruits in Holiness. 

This, they repeatedly say: but this, I take it 
(a point, which no one denies, and which thence 
requires no formal establishment), is not precisely 
the point to be established. 

The point, which the Bishop undertook to 
establish from an aboriginal concurrency of the 
Fathers was: not that A man is justified simply by 
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Faith, which Faith, arter Justification, produces 
Good Works; but that A man is justified com- 
plevly, both by Faith, and also by the Good Works 
which are produced from Faith and which are 
ASSOCIATEED with Faith in the o¥¥FicE of justify- 
ing, the two together constituting that Formed 
Faith, which, on account of Christ, procurss his 
Justification. 

In order at all to benefit him, tis, and tus 
ALONE, is what the Bishop’s adduced witnesses 
ought to have established. But tuis they do not 
establish. In a word, they establish what is not 
required: they establish not what is required. 

2. The only one of them all, who may seem in 
any wise to serve the Bishop’s purpose, is Origen, 
as he appears in the latin version or paraphrase of 
Ruffinus. 

In fairness, therefore, I shall here produce it, 
exactly as it is given by the Bishop himself. 

But, when LI return to Scripture, I find, that 
Faith is imputed for Righteousness not unto all who 
believe. Thus, concerning the children of Israel, tt 
is written, that They believed the Lord and his 
servant Moses: yet that which is written concerning 
Abraham, that It was imputed unto them for 
Righteousness, is not added. The reason, I think, 
was this: the perfection of Faith, combined out of 
many parts into one thing, which might deserve to 
be imputed for Righteousness, was not in them, as 
we have shewn it to have been in Abraham.—But to 
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him, that believeth in him who justifieth the un- 
godly, Faith is imputed for Righteousness. For 
we well remember what we have said above: wherein 
we shewed, that Faith is capable of being imputed 
for Righteousness, not to him who believes only par- 
tially, but to him who believes fully and perfectly. 
Which Faith is so powerful, that it justifies even 
him who was ungodly so that henceforward he 
should no longer be ungodly: as, for instance, that 
thief, who hung upon the cross and blasphemed ; 
but yet as that same thief, who confessed and said, 
Lord Jesus, remember me, when thou shalt come 
into thy kingdom *. 

The distinguished Prelate subjoins to this cita- 
tion: What can be clearer? To me, I must 


* Sed, cum ad Scripturas redeo, non omnibus credentibus 
invenio quod fides ad justitiam reputetur. Denique scriptum 
est de filiis Israel, quia Crediderunt Domino et famulo ejus 
Moysi: nec tamen additur, quod de Abraham scriptum est, 
quia Reputata est illis ad justitiam. Ob hoe arbitror, quod 
non illis erat, sicut in Abraham docuimus, ex multis partibus 
fidei in unum coacervata perfectio que mereretur ad justitiam 
reputari.— Credenti vero in eum, qui justificat impium, fides ad 
justitiam reputatur. Siquidem bene meminimus superiora, in 
quibus ostendimus, non ei, qui ex parte, sed qui ex integro et 
qui perfecté, credit, fidem posse ad justitiam reputari. Quz 
fides tanta est, ut justificet etiam eum qui impius fuerit, ut 
ultra jam non sit impius: sicut ille latro, qui pendebat in cruce 
et blasphemabat; sed sicut ille, qui confitebatur et dicebat, 
Domine Jesu, memento mei, cum veneris in regnum tuum. Orig. 
Comment. in Rom. iv. apud Bull. Apol. pro Harm. sect. iv. 
§ 6. 
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confess, so far as concerns the purpose for which 
it is adduced, it is any thing rather than clear: 
and, even if it were as clear as the Bishop could 
wish ; in which case, Origen would flatly contra- 
dict himself *; still his solitary testimony in the 
middle of the third century, when unsupported or 
rather when contradicted by his predecessors up 
to the apostolic Clement himself, would be of 
perilously small evidential value toward the solid 
establishment of a doctrinal System. But let us 
proceed to its examination. 

(1.) Of the adduced passage now before us, the 
first portion, on a hasty inspection, looks suffi- 
ciently promising. For it might seem, as if 
Origen wished to intimate, that Abraham was 
justified by what the Bishop calls a Kormed Faith, 
which Formed Faith, at the time of his Justifica- 
tion, he aLrEapy possessed ; while the Israelites, 
possessing no such Formed Faith, were thence 
left unjustified. 

But Origen or Ruffinus says nothing of the sort. 
He merely intimates, that the Faith of Abraham 
was perfect because unhesitating, while the Faith 
of the Israelites was imperfect because largely 
mingled with unbelief. 

(2.) Accordingly, this very intimation, dis- 
tinctly and even in so many words, is given in 
the second portion of the adduced passage: which 


* See above, chap.iv. § XIIT. 
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second portion expressly refers to the first por- 
tion. 

We well remember what we have said above : 
wherein we shewed, that Faith is capable of being 
imputed for Righteousness, not to him who believes 
only partially, but to him who believes fully and 
perfectly. 

(3.) Nor is this all. Through the medium of 
an illustrative case, the same second portion un- 
ambiguously teaches us: that Origen in no wise 
designed to represent Abraham, as being justified 
by that Formed Faith which the Bishop describes 
as a single complex body compounded of Faith and 
the Works produced by Faith. 

Origen’s own explanation of his own meaning 
is taken professedly from the case of the thief on 
the cross: first, a daring blasphemer; then, a 
penitent confessor. 

As, for instance, that thief, who hung upon the 
cross and blasphemed; but yet, as that same thief, 
who confessed and said, Lord Jesus, remember me, 
when thou shalt come into thy kingdom. 

On this case, he remarks: that Zhe power of 
Faith is so great, as to justify even one, who was 
ungodly and a blasphemer up to the moment of his 
Justification; in order that, PROSPECTIVELY or 
AFTERWARD *, he should be no longer ungodly. 

Clearly, then, according to the testimony of 


* Ultra. 
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Origen, Faith justifies, BErorE it is what the 
Bishop calls Formed Faith, and in order that 
HEREAFTER it should become this same Formed 
Faith *. . 

In the succession marked out by Origen as 
explanatory of his meaning, Faith, in the first 
instance, simply justifies, without a single good 
work united to it IN THE OFFICE OF JUSTIFYING: 
for he pointedly remarks, that it justified one who 
was actually blaspheming up to the very moment 
of his Justification. But, though it justified the 
thief, at the very instant or (as I may say) in the 
very article of his memorable confession; it did 
not unfruitfully stop there. On the contrary, it 
went on to produce AFTERWARD, with wonderful 
rapidity, those blessed dispositions of a sanctified 
believer which constitute his qualification for, 
though not his right to, heaven: and would, 
assuredly, as the divine Saviour infallibly knew, 
have yet further gone on, had his life been 
spared, to produce a plentiful harvest of outward 
and humanly visible good works meet for re- 
pentance. 

3.-From this dissection of the Bishop’s very 
strongest passage, the total irrelevancy of the 
others will easily be estimated. They constitute 
what is called Loose Law: for they travel out 

* See the parallel passage, wherein Origen had already, in 


the very same Work, similarly discussed and settled the case of 
the penitent thief, as cited above, chap. iv. § XIII. 
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of the record, and are plainly nothing to the 
purpose. 

II. Nor is his devoted admirer and follower 
Dr. Grabe (his admirers we all must be, though on 
this point all may not be his followers) a whit 
more cogent in the additional citations which he 
appends to the end of the Section. He brings 
forward, yet anew, Justin and Ireneus and Cle- 
ment of Alexandria and Origen and Hilary and 
Chrysostom. But all his citations labour under 
the same defect as those of Bishop Bull. They 
establish not the point, which they were adduced 
to establish: they establish the point, which, 
since all agree upon it (save, indeed, the mad 
sect of the Antinomians), required no establish- 
ment. 

A single passage from Irenéus is the only one, 
which has any shew of promise in it. 

Rejecting, indeed, these things, to wit, the mo- 
saical sacrifices, through which sinners thought 
that God is propitiated: he exhorts and admonishes 
those things, through which man is justified and 
approaches unto God *. 

This, at the first blush, looks well: but, in 


* Illa quidem, per que putabant peccantes propitiari Deum 
(id est, sacrificia mosaica), abnuens ; hec autem, per qui jus- 
tificatur homo et appropinquat Deo, hortabur et admonet. 
Tren. adv. her. lib. iv. c. 32. apud Grab, Annot. ad Apol. pro 
Harmon. Apost. sect. iv. 
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truth, when the context is attended to, it will 
appear, that Irencus is no wise treating of the 
Justification which forms the main subject of the 
Epistle to the Romans. 

The holy Father is pointing out the delusion of 
the Jews, who fancied that they could propitiate 
God by the multitude of their ceremonial sacri- 
fices: and, in opposition to such an error, he 
states ; that God, while he would have none of 
these things, contradistinctively exhorts to those 
things which were alone pleasing to him, judg- 
ment and justice and mercy. These, says Ire- 
neus, are the things, by which aman may approach 
unto God, and by which he may be justified: that 
is to say, by which he may, like Noah and Job, 
stand forth before all men, justified in his right- 
eous dealings, and thus made comparatively just 
and upright and perfect. 

As I have intimated, the context of the passage 
is alone amply sufficient to determine its meaning: 
but, more than this, Irenéus himself explicitly 
tells us what he means, by subjoiing, in the way 
of a deduction or conclusion from what he had 
previously said, the following very intelligible 
comment. 

From all which it is manifest, that God demanded 
not from them sacrifices and holocausts, but faith 
and obedience and righteousness, on account of their 
salvation. As, in the prophet Hosea, God, teach- 
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ing his will, said: I will have mercy rather than 
sacrifice, and the knowledge of God above holo- 
causts *. 

Thus, if I mistake not, it plainly appears: that, 
when Irenéus describes a man as being justified 
by a devout exhibition of faith and obedience and 
righteousness, he uses not the word justified in 
what may be called its technical or conventional 
or doctrinal sense ; but that he simply employs it 
to intimate the moral impossibility of a man being 
a just and upright servant of God, by the mere 
oblation of the levitical sacrifices, without adding 
to them righteousness and justice and mercy. 

II]. A strong and fatal objection, to the several 
Schemes alike of Bishop Bull and Mr. Knox and 
the Tridentine Doctors, is this: Not a vestige of 
any one of them, so far at least as I have been able 
to ascertain, can be discovered in the writings of 
Ecclesiastical Antiquity. 

1. | am very far indeed myse/f from having 
travelled over the whole of that extensive ground : 
nor would I build, with undue and unseemly con- 
fidence, upon the failure of my own confessedly 
limited researches. 


* Ex quibus omnibus manifestum est, quia non sacrificia et 
holocausmata querebat ab eis Deus, sed fidem et obedientiam 
et justitiam, propter illorum salutem. Sicut, in Osee propheta, 
docens Deus suam voluntatem dicebat. Misericordiam volo 
(potius) quam sacrificium, et agnitionem Dei super holocaus- 
mata. Iren. adv. heer. lib. iv. c. 32. 
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But, when I find, that Mr. Knox, though he 
occasionally speaks of the Fathers as affording a 
very useful subject for theological study, brings 
from them no evidence, save two passages of 
Irenéus and Basil, which certainly are nothing to 
his purpose; when I find, that Mr. Berington, 
after professing to have made a collection of testi- 
monies favourable to the System of the Triden- 
tine Divines, wholly, and on most unsatisfactory 
grounds, withholds it from his readers, and thus 
palpably mars the decent concinnity of his whole 
book ; when I find, that the Tridentines them- 
selves, though they confidently claim as_ their 
own the entire Catholic Church From THE VERY 
BEGINNING, are as silent as death in the way of 
producing evidence; and, lastly, when I find, that 
such men as Bull and Grabe, no unfledged strip- 
lings I ween, but writers to whom the ancient 
Fathers were familiar as household words, pro- 
duce nothing in the way of testimony, save a few 
passages which are altogether inefficient toward 
the establishment of that for the establishment of 
which they were avowedly brought forward : 
when all these matters, so curiously coinciding 
with each other and so strictly harmonising with 
my own personal failure in the limited research 
which I have instituted, are duly and unitedly 
considered; the presumption, at least, is, that 
No real and relevant and effective evidence has been 
produced, simply because no such evidence evists. 
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The presumption, doubtless, will be invali- 
dated, as soon as ever we shall be presented with 
satisfactory and not irrelevant and aboriginally 
connected evidence: but, until then, a deep shade 
of suspicion will be thrown over the slightly 
varied Systems in question. 

Meanwhile, I may, perhaps not unprofitably 
remark: that, Jn restating and enforcing the par- 
ticular System of Bishop Bull, any modern writer 
can only be viewed as wasting his valuable time, un- 
less he can produce from Antiquity that unbroken 
chain of Catholic Judgment in its favour, which (to 
say nothing of the failure of bringing forward 
even so much as a single insulated witness) has 
never yet, so far as I know, been produced. 

Until the System can be established by uni- 
versal concurrent testimony from the very beginning, 
it rests assuredly upon a foundation not more 
solid than that of mere insulated Private Judg- 
ment. 

2. So far as the Bishop is concerned (perhaps 
I may be prolix: but the vital importance of the 
subject may well excuse my prolixity), I can- 
not refrain from adding: that the unavoidable 
presumption, already specified, is wonderfully 
strengthened by the sort of internal evidence, 
which even his own Works afford. 

Let any theologian, jirst, peruse those immor- 
tal Productions, Zhe Defence of the Nicene Creed 
and Zhe Judgment of the Catholic Church and 
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Primitive and Apostolic Tradition; and, newt, let 
him from them immediately proceed to a perusal 
of The Apostolic Harmony and its two appendages 
The Examination and The Apology, which state 
and enforce the Bishop’s view of Justification : 
how marked and how palpable, in conducting 
such a process, will he find the difference! 
From a region of Historical Testimony, he will 
perceive himself to pass into a region of Private 
Judgment: a region, indeed, of boundless inge- 
nuity and talent (for what region can Bull travel 
over, without splendidly illuminating it?); but 
still a region of mere Private Judgment, not a 
region of Historical Evidence. The former class 
of Works, under their evidential aspect, are per- 
fection. But, in the latter class of Works, even 
when aided by the learning of Dr. Grabe, we 
find nothing save a scanty sprinkling of imsuf- 
ficient and exacted witnesses: insufficient, not only 
because their testimony is meagre, but also and 
especially because it is irrelevant; eracted, be- 
cause the bulk of them is not cheerily brought 
forward in the first instance, but adduced only in 
a later Work and in consequence of a sort of 
challenge *. 

How, I may well ask, are we to account for 


* Venerandorum Catholicorum Doctorum tribunal adeo non 
refugimus, ut eo, lubentes et leti, tanquam ad asylum nostrum, 
confugiamus. Et, siquidem ad Patres appellat vir reverendus, 
ad Patres ibit. Bull. Apol. pro Harm. sect. iy. § 3. 
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this marked diversity of composition : a diversity, 
we may say acknowledged by the Bishop himself? 
His opponent, Dr. Tully, had, with strange incor- 
rectness, charged upon him a vain-glorious adduc- 
tion of the Fathers, and had broadly alleged him 
to have been the dupe of some confident popish 
writer*. Oh the fidelity and conscientiousness of some 
men! replies the unjustly charged future Prelate : 
let the reader run over the whole Harmony, from 
beginning to end; and nothing such will he find. 
That I so wrote in the Harmony, TI altogether 
deny ft. 

Assuredly, we cannot account for the diversity, 
on the score of any lack of knowledge, where our 
profoundly read Divine is concerned. The only 
conclusion, therefore, | think, to which we can 


* Hic primum authorem Harmonize Apostolice nominatim 
adoritur D. Tullius: sed, eheu, quam infeliciter! Nam, post- 
quam de authore isto mentionem fecisset, pauculis lineis inter- 
jectis, hzee subjicit: Habemus venditantem, naves omnes in 
Pyre@o stantes suas esse ; Patres plerosque omnes, Ante Augus- 
tinum, pro justitia operum ad ipsius casira transire. Quis er 
imposuit, nisi scriptor aliquis pontificius, ignoro. — Quis non 
crederet, heec a me revera scripta fuisse, praesertim qui in ipso 
capitis elencho hec legerit verba: Authoris Harm. Apost. mira 
de Patribus jactantia? Apol. pro Harm. sect. iv. § 1. 

+ Proh fidem et conscientiam hominis! Percurrat lector 
Harmoniam totam, a capite ad calcem: et nihil tale reperiet. 
Unde et D. Tullius, neque caput, neque paragraphum, neque 
paginam, ubi hec scripserim, sive in textu, sive in margine suo 
indicavit. — Me in Harmonia ita scripsisse, omnino nego. 
Apol. pro Harmon. sect. iv. § 1. 

Q 
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reasonably be brought, is this: Really Catholic 
Doctrines may always be determined and established 
by Catholic Evidence; but Doctrines, which are 
novel and which thence are determined to be Un- 
catholic, cannot thus be established. Novelty, 
brought out by the exercise of mere independent 
and insulated Private Judgment, that prolific 
Great Mother of heresy and error and schism, 
is inherently fatal, as no man knew better than 
Bishop Bull, to the claim of any Doctrine to 
be received as a Catholic Verity. 

3. If, without the imputation of egotism, I may 
venture to quote from myself, I will here, mutatis 
mutandis, repeat what I have already said in a 
former Work. 

Had the Scheme of Bishop Bull set forth the 
genuine purport of the Gospel, it could not have 
been a matter of discovery, by the sole exercise of 
Private Judgment, at a later period. On the 
contrary, it must have been universally known 
and received, in the Catholic Church, from the 
very time of the Apostles. A confession of Doc- 
trinal Novelty is a confession of Doctrinal False- 
hood. In matters purely secular, such as the arts 
and sciences, we may, from time to time, as the 
world grows older, reasonably expect the making 
of new discoveries. But, in the very nature and 
necessity of a Divine Revelation, no mew disco- 
veries of Doctrine, at an age subsequent to the 
delivery of the Revelation itself, can possibly be 
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accomplished. Doctrinal Error may, doubtless, 
be removed: and long-smothered Doctrinal Truth 
may, doubtless, be rediscovered. But, in every 
such case, the acquisition of Doctrinal Truth must 
be strictly a rediscovery, as contradistinguished 
from a new discovery: nor can any pretence even 
of a rediscovery be legitimately admitted, unless, 
from clear and distinct historical testimony, the 
propounder can shew, that he has merely brought 
again to light a long-suppressed and a once uni- 
versally-received primeval Doctrine. Divine or 
Doctrinal Truth, as such, must needs be From 
THE BEGINNING; and, if from the beginning a 
Doctrine has not subsisted, that circumstance 
alone demonstrates its palpable falsehood. There 
cannot be a more hopeless fatuity, than either to 
assert or to expect a New Doctrinal Discovery in 
the field of Theology. Upon all such specula- 
tions and expectations, the canon of Tertullian 
has for ever placed an extinguisher. Tuart, 
WHICH IS FIRST, IS TRUE: THAT, WHICH IS LATER, 
IS ADULTERATE™. 

IV. Bishop Bull, I must needs say, both very 
unfairly and very unworthily would insinuate : 
that those, who receive not his System of Justifi- 
cation by Formed Faith, are favourers of Anti- 
nomianism J. 


* Apostolicity of Trinitarianism. Introduct. p. xxx. xxxi. 
t Apol. pro. Harmon. sect. iv. § 4. 
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1. Certainly, as St. Paul complained in his day, 
St. Paul’s Doctrine of Justification may, by wrong- 
headed libertines, be abused to the worst of pur- 
poses: but I have yet to learn, that a Doctrine is 
to be rejected, because it has been abused. 

The beautifully distinct and precise language of 
our venerable Reformers, while it stands directly 
opposed to the several Systems of Bishop Bull 
and Mr. Knox and the Church of Rome, cuts off 
all occasion, from those who seek occasion, of 
slanderously reporting them and their humble 
disciples, at whatever spiritual and intellectual 
distance, to teach ; that We may continue in sin, in 
order that grace may abound. 

Faith doth not shut out repentance, hope, love, 
dread, and the fear of God, to be soINED WITH 
Faith in every man that is justified: but it shut- 
teth them out from the OFFICE OF JUSTIFYING - 
so that, although they be all PRESENT TOGETHER 
in him that is justified, yet they JUSTIFY NOT 
ALTOGETHER. 

2. Here, in truth, is the distinguishing point of 
difference between the two Schools. 

(1.) The one School teaches: that, Good Works, 
as the fruit and produce and consequence of a true 
and lively Faith, will always be PRESENT in a man 
that has been justified; though the OFFICE OF 
JUSTIFYING, conjointly with Faith, belongs not to 
them. 

(2.) The other School insists: that Good 
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Works are not only PRESENT with a justified man ; 
but likewise share, conjointly with Faith, the orFicE 
OF JUSTIFYING. 

3. Whatever subtle statements may be made, 
and whatever nice attempts may be adventured 
to bend or to break the doctrinal stubbornness of 
our ancient Homilist: HERE, between the two 
Schools, is the broadly distinguishing point of 
difference. : 

Now, on the perfectly intelligible principle 
of historical testimony, and as preferring THAT 
WHICH IS OLD AND’ FROM THE BEGINNING to THAT 
WHICH IS NEW AND BUT OF YESTERDAY, I own 
myself to be a follower of Hooker and the 
Author of the Homily, not a follower of Bishop 
Bull or of Dr. Grabe, and still less (I need 
scarcely add) a follower of Mr. Knox and the 
Church of Rome. 

If, however, the two Schools can be made to 
change places: if that, which I deem old, can 
evidentially be shewn to be new; and if that, 
which I deem new, can evidentially be shewn to 
be old: be it so. At present, | can only say: 
that, if testimonies to such effect any where exist, 
I am innocently ignorant of them. Those testi- 
monies I have never yet chanced to encounter, 
either in the Works of the Ancient Ecclesiastics 
themselves, or in citations made from the Works 
of such Ecclesiastics. The testimonies may exist : 
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but I acknowledge my zgnorance of their exis- 
tence. 7 

V. Though Bishop Bull, so far as I can 
perceive, has entirely failed in substantiating 
his System from the concurrent testimonies of 
the Ancients, he has certainly, by the adduc- 
tion of a passage from the Reformer Zuingle, 
shifted from his own shoulders, at least in 
a measure, the ecclesiastical opprobrium of in- 
novation. 

The Swiss Divine contends: that Justifying 
Faith is not simply the appointed Mean or Instru- 
ment whereby we appropriate all the benefits of 
the Perfect Righteousness of Christ, though, after 
such appropriation (as our Article speaks), Good 
Works do spring out necessarily of it, insomuch 
that by them a lively Faith may be as evidently 
known as a tree is discerned by the fruit; but 
that it is a complexity of Faith and Hope and 
Charity, or rather, what is still more incom- 
prehensible, that Faith and Hope and Charity 
are all strictly identical, being severally no- 
thing more than different names of the same 
thing *. 


* Omnia opera, pietatis aut carnis, fructus sunt. Nam si 
pius es, ex fide iis rebus studes, quas fides dictat. Qui enim 
fidem habet, Deus in eo est, et ipse in Deo. At, ne quisquam 
dicat, Hoc charitatis est, quod tu fidet tribuis ; considerandum 
est, quod fides, in Scripturis Sacris, varié accipitur : primum, 
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Hence, no doubt, whatever may be thought of 
this extraordinary identification of three distinct 
graces, Zuingle, like Bishop Bull, maintains: 
that Jan is justified by a Formed Faith, or by 
a Complexity of Faith and Hope and Charity viewed 
as jointly constituting a single compound grace. 

But, though Zuingle has preceded Bishop Bull, 
even as Augustine has preceded Calvin, we shall 
be no nearer the mark, unless the Helvetic Re- 
former's Scheme of Amalgamating Identification 
can be established by the unanimously concurrent 
testimony of the Primitive Church from the be- 
ginning. Now this, so far as I am aware, has 
never yet been accomplished: and I must needs 


pro credulitate ; deinde, pro jirmitudine ; mox, pro fiducia in 
Deum: et de ista sola debet intelligi, quod fides saluum faciat. 
Qui vero jam non intelligunt, fidem, spem, et charitatem, 
eandem rem esse, nempe hanc in Deum fiductam, multos nodo 
in Scriptura cogentur inexplicitos preterire. Id autem Scrip- 
turis manifestum fiet ; Spe salvi facti sumus, et Fides credenti 
reputatur ad justitiam: si ergo spes salvum facit, et fides 
salvum facit, erunt eadem res spes et fides. Nec quenquam 
moveat, si quando aliter de spe quam fide dicatur. Illic enim 
Jides non accipitur pro fiducia in Deum, sed aut pro qualibet 
credulitate, aut pro firmitudine, aut pro veritate. Charitas 
vero Deus ipse est: et, qui manet in charitate, in Deo manet, 
et Deus in eo. Qui autem manducat carnem meam, et bibit 
sanguinem meum, in me manet, et ego in illo. Hoc est, qui 
Christo fidit pro nobis passo, in Christo manet, et ipse in eo. 
Ergo fidem et charitatem eandem rem esse oportet. Zuing. 
Comm. de Vera et Fals. Rel. apud Bull. Exam. Censur. 
Respons. ad Animadvers. xvi. § 7. 
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repeat, that, in the case of Bishop Bull’s System 
however modified, the defect of such accomplish- 
ment is so fatal, that any advocacy of it, on the 
part of a modern writer, will be altogether futile, 
unless he can supply the grand desideratum of 
Historical Evidence. 

Meanwhile I may remark, that few probably 
will have skill sufficient to comprehend the evo- 
lution of Guingle’s System. It can easily be 
understood, that Hope and Charity may be the 
result or consequence or product or fruit of Faith: 
but it is difficult at least, if not impossible, to form 
a clear and distinct idea, how Faith and Hope 
and Charity can be zdentical or (as Zuingle speaks) 
the same thing. 

VI. In my Treatise on the Primitive Doctrine 
of Election, 1 ventured to intimate: that prayer 
for spiritual illumination, in order truly to expound 
difficult and litigated passages of Scripture, is 
illegitimate and unwarrantable; because, when 
analysed, it is no other than a prayer for infalli- 
bility ; and because various persons, who have 
even devoutly offered up such prayer, have prac- 
tically shewn its impropriety, by the mere naked 
fact of their having given, notwithstanding their 
prayer for the enlightening of their expositorial 
intellect, entirely different and even directly op- 
posing interpretations of the same passage or pa- 
rallel passages *. 

* See Prim. Doctr. of Elect. book i. chap. 5. § II. 3. 
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1. That the illustrious Bishop Bull should have 
acted in this manner, relative to that Scheme of 
Justification which he contends to be the genuine 
mind of Scripture, is, to me, a matter at once of 
surprise and regret. 

He professes to have prayed, that his mind 
might be illuminated as to any errors which might 
disfigure his System : and he honourably declares, 
that, if convinced of error by such illumination, 
he would not hesitate, without at all regarding his 
own literary reputation, to confess his mistake 
and to make a full public retractation. The 
result of the prayer, he states, was an entire con- 
viction, that except some trifling points which 
were either doubtful in themselves or capable of a 
better explanation, he had, in no wise, erred from 
the truth of Scripture and from the judgment of 
the Church Catholic*. 


* Ceterum, annum jam agens secundum supra quadragesi- 
mum, Harmoniam (tot hominum clamoribus admonitus) legi 
et perlegi serio, abjecta omni (uti spero) giAaurig, certé pre- 
missis ad Dominum precibus, ut lumine suo coelesti mentem 
meam illustrare et quoscunque meos errores contra divinam 
veritatem mihimet monstrare dignaretur; quibus sancté quoque— 
vovi et spopondi, me ostensos errores, susque deque habita ex- 
istimatione mea, palam et publicé coram Ecclesia abrenuntia- 
turum. Post tam accuratum et religiosum operis examen, si 
cupis scire quid de ipso ipse tandem sentiam, dicam sinceré. 
Video clarius, esse ibi nonnulla, quze dilucidius et plenius ex- 
plicari poterant, atque in juniorum saltem gratiam debuerant ; 
quam explicationem in Examine utcunque supplere conatus sum. 


234 THE PRIMITIVE DOCTRINE [CHAP. VII. 


2. Certainly, every one, who handles so lofty 
and so vital a subject as Man’s Justification before 
God, ought to make his Work no less a subject of 
prayer in his closet than of thought and research 
at his desk. But, then, I apprehend, the pur- 
port of his prayer ought not to be precisely the 
same, as that avowed by our eminent and devout 
Prelate. 

For moral illumination, we doubtless ought to 
pray: that so we may clearly see and impartially 
detect, within ourselves, any lurking prejudice, 
or any tricksy inclination to unfairness, or any 
sinful dread of giving offence to this party or to 
that party, which might, in a religious or spiritual 
point of view, disqualify us for treating of this great 
argument. 

But, for intellectual illumination, which may 
effectually guard us from every serious mistake, 
and which may unerringly shew us the true sense 
of Holy Scripture, we are, in my judgment (if 
the judgment of a more than sevagenarian may 
be allowed any weight against the judgment of 
Bishop Bull when somewhat more than a quadra- 
Video interpretationem meam unius et alterius loci Paulini dif- 
ficilioris in dubium vocari posse, quanquam certior mihi expo- 
‘ sitio nondum occurrat. Sed, ad summam, quod altinet doctri- 
ne de Justificatione hominis, quam defendo, atque ad scopum 
utriusque Apostoli, Pauli et Jacobi, quorum conciliationem 
suscepi, persuasissimum habeo, me a veritate et catholica sen- 


tentia nequaquam aberrasse. Bull. Apol. pro Harmon. Apost. 
~ geet. vill. § 5. 
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genarian) not warranted to pray: because such a 
prayer is distinctly a prayer for infallibility ; and 
if its propriety be admitted, must, by a passive 
acquiesence in this great Prelate’s decision, com- 
pletely put an end to all further pious discussion 
of the subject, lest haply we be found even to fight 
against God. 

3. The question, however, in the present case, 
so far as absolute practice is concerned, may 
readily be brought to an issue. 

I freely avow, that, strictly upon what I deem 
sound religious principle, I have never put up, to 
the throne of grace, a single prayer for zntellectual 
illumination: while Bishop Bull professes to have 
seriously prayed for this precise illumination of the 
intellect; inasmuch as he professes to have prayed, 
that the Lord would deign, to illustrate his mind 
with his own celestial lhght, and thus to shew 
to him whatever errors against divine truth he 
might unwittingly and unintentionally have fallen 
into. 

On my own part, as in the similar case of my 
~ Work on the Primitive Doctrine of Election, I can 
plead nothing, beyond a diligent use of the means 
within my power, a conscious integrity of purpose, 
an unflinching resolution, and a perfect disregard 
of the displeasure or the approbation of any one 
of those jarring parties (myself having always ut- 
terly eschewed the character of a partizan) into 
which the Church is so unhappily divided. 
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On the part of Bishop Bull, the answer to a 
prayer for zvtellectual illumination is, yet addition- 
ally, pleaded. After that such a supplication, 
most honestly (I am persuaded) and most devoutly, 
had been offered up, the Bishop, we have seen, 
declares: that, with some trifling exceptions which 
affect not the groundwork of his Treatise, he 
was most fully persuaded that* he had in no 
wise erred from a correct statement of catholic 
verity. 

These are the circumstances of the case: and, 
on them, the point is; Whether I, who avowedly 
have never prayed for ¢néel/ectual illumination, am 
warranted in opposing the doctrinal views of one, 
who, no less avowedly, has prayed for it. 

With those who hold the propriety of offering 
up such a petition, I must of course stand con- 
demned, as manifestly and daringly opposing a 
System, which has been maintained on the ex- 
press score that its maintenance rests upon an 
answer vouchsafed to legitimate prayer. 

With those who deny the propriety of offering 
up such a petition, I shall at least stand acquitted 
of impiety, whether, in itself, my opposition to 
the Bishop’s System be successful or unsuc- 
cessful. 

VII. To conclude. So far as I am myself con- 
cerned, not in my closet but at my desk, I reject 
the Scheme of the learned Prelate, not merely be- 
cause Scripture appears to me to speak a different 
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language ; for I should distrust my own bare 
opinion, when placed in competition with that of 
such a man as the Bishop of St. David’s; and, 
furthermore, even in general terms, I entertain 
the very lowest possible respect for that polymor- 
phic idol of modern Ultra-Protestantism ycleped 
Independent Private Judgment: but I reject it, 
because no evidence, that I am aware of, has 
hitherto been produced, which is sufficient to 
shew, that the Scheme before us was the Scheme, 
universally received and taught from the very be- 
ginning, as the undoubted mind of the Apostles, 
by the Doctors of the Primitive Church Ca- 
thelic. 

It is easy enough to express a full persuasion, 
that the System of our eminent Prelate was held 
and defended by all the Catholic Fathers both 
before and after Augustine.* It is easy enough, 
moreover, to cite abundant passages from An- 
tiquity, which deny that we are justified by a 
barren or unproductive Faith, and which affirm 
that we are justified only by such a Faith as shall 
bring forth its legitimate fruit of holiness and 
charity and all good and godly conversation. 
But these are nothing to the purpose: for “ere, 


* Non nego, me persuasum habere, Operum Justitiam, qua- 
lem ipse defendo, non modo a plerisque, sed ab universis, Pa- 
tribus ante Augustinum, quin et ab ipso Augustino, adeoque a 
Catholicis omnibus post Augustinum, defensam fuisse. Bull. 
Apol. pro Harmon. sect. iv. §1. 
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save and except rank Antinomians, we are ALL 
agreed. 

To establish the System of Bishop Bull, the 
proof required is: that Antiquity, FROM THE VERY 
BEGINNING, always and every where and universally, 
in a chain of sundry and multiplied passages, deter- 
mines the true Catholic Doctrine to be; that Man 
is justified by Faith and Good Works conjointly, 
the two being united in one complex idea and being 
gowntly and collectively designated in Holy Scripture 
by the single conventional though catachrestic term 
PISTIS O”7 FAITH. 

Whenever such proof can be brought, those 
who reject the System, may justly be charged 
with heresy. Meanwhile, my grand and abiding 
objection to it is: that so far at least as hitherto 
appears, it wants that QUOD SEMPER, QUOD 
UBIQUE, QUOD AB OMNIBUS, which, in doctrinal 
matters, is so reasonably demanded by the saga- 
cious Vincent of Lirins. 


CHAPTER VIII. 


DEDUCTIONS IN THE WAY OF MORAL REASONING. 


Wiru the settlement of the historical question 
of testimony in which facts alone are regarded, 
certain deductions also, in the way of moral rea- 
soning and argument, will be found to agree. 
This accordance of two different lines of inquiry 
seems to bring out the truth with as much as- 
surance as the nature of the subject admits. 

I. When St. Paul taught his doctrine of Justi- 
fication, whatever the precise nature of that doc- 
trine might be, he was forthwith assailed, appa- 
rently by his inveterate enemies the Pharisees 
who hated him as a notorious deserter and apos- 
tate from their ranks, with an objection of no 
ordinary magnitude and importance. 

This objection is very distinctly stated by him- 
self in two several places of the same general con- 
text: the latter place, as the whole intermediate 
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line of argument shews, being connected with 
and explanatory of the former place. 

In consequence of his having taught a certain 
particular doctrine of Justification, the Apostle, 
it appears, was slanderously spoken of: for, by 
some, he was charged with saying; that d/en 
ought to do evil, in order that good might come. 
This he repels with the indignant remark: that 
the condemnation of such persons was just *. 

Afterward, when bringing his discussion of the 
same doctrine of Justification to a close, he re- 
turns to the objection, which, by his enemies, had 
been alleged to lie against that doctrine. What 
shall we say then? Shall we continue in sin, that 
grace may abound? God forbid! How shall we, 
that are dead to sin, live any longer therein } ? 

The calumny against him, therefore, consisted 
in the charge of his teaching the very mischievous 
and wicked doctrine: that Converts to Chris- 
tianity might safely, and even laudably, do evil and 
continue in sin, because, on the principle of Justifi- 
cation urged by the Apostle, good would come out 
of this systematic immorality: for the only result 
would be a triumphant abounding of grace ; and, 
thence, a still higher glorification of God’s igi 
and goodness through Christ t. 


* Rom. iii. 8. + Rom. vi. 1, 2. 
t Thus, agreeably to the argument of the two first chapters 
of the Epistle, which goes to prove; that both Jews and Gen- 
tiles were alike transgressors of God’s moral law, that conse- 
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Such, then, was the objection. Now an ob- 
jection, by its very drift and tenor, will always 
throw a considerable light upon the matter ob- 
jected to: and this will here be found also, unless 
I greatly mistake, to be eminently the case. 

]. Let us suppose: that St. Paul taught the 
doctrine of Justification, either as it is propounded 
by Mr. Knox and the Church of Rome, or as it is 
exvplained by Bishop Bull. 

Clearly, on such a supposition, no charge of 
the character now before us could ever have been 
laid with any decent shew of probability and con- 
sistency. 

If the Apostle’s doctrine was; either that We 
are justified by an Infusion of Inherent Personal 
Righteousness, which, in its practical developement, 
produces works of such excellence as to warrant us 


quently they could not be justified by their own righteousness, 
and therefore that they must be justified by some better right- 
eousness extrinsic to themselves: agreeably to this argument, 
both Locke and Whitby thus, like myself, understand and in- 
terpret the objection made in Rom. iii. 8. 

The objection, says Locke, was a false calumny upon the 
Christians, as if they, preaching Justification by Free Grace, 
said: Let us do evil, that good may come of it. Locke’s Com- 
ment. on Rom. iii. 8. 

Why will it not rather follow, so Whitby paraphrases the 
passage, that we should do evil that good may come or that 
God may be glorified? As we be slanderously reported, and 
as some affirm, that in effect we say, by asserting the doctrine 
of Justification by Faith. Whitby’s Paraph. in loc, 


R 
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in demanding eternal life on the express score of 
their Moral Meritoriousness ; or that We are 
justified by that Formed Faith, which is a congeries 
of Faith and the Works of Faith, viewed as jointly 
constituting a single medium: then, no doubt, an 
objector might fairly have said, that He was in- 
culcating a System of vain glory and presumptuous 
self-elation ; but he never could have said that 
He was inculcating a System, the ground-work of 
which was the advantage and necessity of a prose- 
lyte’s continuing in sin, that so grace might the 
more abound, and that so God’s mercy in Christ 
might be the more advantageously and effectually 
displayed. | 

If, then, the objection before us, which is re- 
corded by St. Paul himself to have been slan- 
derously made to his doctrine, could, by no con- 
ceivable possibility, have been made, either to the 
doctrine advocated by Mr. Knox and the Church 
of Rome, or to the doctrine advocated by Bishop 
Bull: it will follow, I suppose, as a necessary 
logical deduction ; that Nezther the doctrine advo- 
cated by Bishop Bull, nor the doctrine advocated 
by Mr. Knox and the Church of Rome, could have 
been the so calumniated doctrine of St. Paul *. 


* Should it here be said, that the objection might lie against 
St. Paul’s doctrine, on the ground of his teaching that a man 
is not justified by the antecedent moral works of the law: the 
reply is obvious. If the Apostle was well known to teach; 
that a man is justified by the works of the Gospel though not 
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2. On the other hand, let us conversely sup- 
pose: that S¢. Paul taught the doctrine of Justifi- 
cation, as that doctrine is understood and explained 
by the Church of England. 

According to such a supposition, could a charge, 
of a character like the present, have been brought 
with a plausible shew of reason and equity ? 

Indisputably, it could have been brought: and, 
indisputably, as we all know, it often has been 
brought. Nay, what is still worse, as affording 
colour for the charge, the whole Scheme of Anti- 
nomianism is actually built upon that identical 
wrong-headed perversion which enters into the 
very essence of the charge itself. 

If the Apostle’s doctrine was; that We are jus- 
tified freely and without works by the alone perfect 
Righteousness of Christ, through an imputation to us 
of Faith instead of any Righteousness of our own : 
then an objector could never have said, that He 
was inculcating a system of vain-glorious elation ; 
but he might very plausibly have said, that, Under 
the plea of the excellence of doing evil that good 
might come, he was recommending to his proselytes 
a continuance in sin that so grace might the more 
abound. | 

Since, then, the objection before us, which is 
recorded by the Apostle to have been made to hes 


by the works of the law: the objection in question could, 
by no intelligible possibility, have been alleged against an 
accurately defined System of éhis description. 

R 2 
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doctrine, both might be made and has been made, 
plausibly though most unjustly to the doctrine 
abvocated by the Church of England: it will 
follow, I suppose, by at least an overpowering 
presumption, if not by a strictly logical deduction, 
that The doctrine advocated by the Church of Eng- 
land is the simtLaruy calumniated doctrine of St. 
Paul; for, if St. Paul’s doctrine be neither that 
of the Church of Rome nor that of Bishop Bull 
nor that of the Church of England, it is hard to 
say, what fourth Scheme of Doctrine can be 
discovered for him which shall be liable to the 
calumnious charge professedly brought against 
his specific Doctrine. 

3. With this twofold conclusion, that The several 
Systems of the Church of Rome and Bishop Bull 
po not ewhibit the doctrine of St. Paul and that 
The System of the Church of England poxs exhibit 
the doctrine of St. Paul, the constant language of 
the Apostle himself exactly agrees. 

No where shall we find him ever saying a single 
syllable of Our Justification by an Inherent Right- 
eousness infused into us by God through Faith. in 
Christ : and no where shall we find him saying a 
single syllable of Our Justification by Formed 
Faith or by Faith and Faith-produced Works con- 
Jointly. 

Doubtless, indeed, when the Apostle brings to 
a close his account of the Process of Justification, 
and when he repels the charge of a profligate 
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continuance in sin that grace might abound ;_ he 
goes on most energetically to inculcate, upon 
those who by their very profession of the Gospel 
are dead unto sin, the Personal Righteousness of 
Sanctification : but where does he ever assign 
the office of Justification, either wholly as the 
Tridentines theologise, or partly as Bishop Bull 
theologises, to any mere personal and comparative 
Righteousness of this description ? 

Verily, we may well reply: No WHERE. 

Indeed, if he had advanced any such glaring 
paralogism, he would have flatly contradicted 
himself. For, when he had exhibited a man as 
already justified by an imputation to him of Faith 
instead of Righteousness : how could such a close 
and accurate reasoner as St. Paul go on to inti- 
mate ; that the personal Righteousness of Sancti- 
fication, which he himself describes as being the 
effect of or as following after the man’s Justifica- 
tion, nevertheless justifies a person, who, in his 
arrangement, fad ALREADY been justified by an 
entirely distinct and different process ? 

4. Mr. Knox, however, is confident, that St. 
Paul teaches the doctrine which is advocated by 
himself and the Church of Rome. To establish 
this claim to the sanction of the great Apostle, 
he adduces three several passages from his 
writings. | 

(1.) One of the passages is that, which occurs 
in the first Epistle to the Corinthians. 
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L know nothing by myself; yet am I not hereby 
justified: but he that judgeth me, is the Lord*. 

On this passage, he remarks as follows. 

L ask: on what ground, does St. Paul here place 
his Justification? Does he, ever so indirectly, 
intimate: that it does not hinge upon his own 
integrity: but depends on a certain extrinsic pro- 
vision, to which he is to look from himself for ulti- 
mate support against condemnation > ? 

And, then, he thus winds up his argument. 

St. Paul implies, as clearly as language can 
amply : that in order to his being really justified, he 
must possess integrity of heart in God’s view, as 
well as in his own f. 

The whole of this is quite wide of the mark. 

As any one may readily satisfy himself who will 
take the small pains of reading the context of 
the adduced passage, St. Paul is here not at all 
speaking of his Justification in order to eternal 
life. 

He merely uses the word sustiry, as we per- 
petually do in common parlance, with reference 
- to his consciousness of having been faithful in his 
ministerial office. J am not aware, says he, of 
any unfaithfulness in my ministerial capacity §. 


* 1 Cor. iv. 4. 
+ Treatise on Justific. in Rem. vol. i. p. 306. 
t Ibid. p. 307. 
§ Ovvey yap éuavt® cdvoida. The archaism of our common 
english translation of these words, J know nothing by myself, 
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But still I will not pretend to say, that I am thereby 

justified: for L am not a fair judge in my own 
case. God must be my judge, how far I have 
honestly done my duty *. 


has, I believe, misled many readers, though not all in the same 
manner. I know nothing by myself, agreeably to the force of 
modern English, is thought to mean, I know nothing by the 
agency of my own unassisted intellectual or moral powers. 
He, who consults not the original Greek, runs away with an 
undoubted truth in his head, but certainly with a truth not here 
propounded : while he, who consults it, marvels at the strange 
circumstance, that our learned translators should blunder so un- 
accountably in the rendering of a piece of very plain Greek. 
But those, who thus misapprehend our version (more than one 
actual case of which has come within my own experience), are, 
I conclude, invariably Southerns. The fortunate individuals, 
whose privilege it is to have been born in the North of England, 
are much better instructed. They well know, that our pious 
translators made no mistake whatever, but faithfully rendered 
the Greek of the Apostle into the then universally vernacular 
idiom of our island. ‘That idiom still remains in the North, 
flourishing in full unchangeableness. ‘To my eboracensic ears, 
the expression, I know nothing by him, in the sense I am not 
aware that any thing can be alleged against him, has been per- 
fectly familiar from my very boyhood. 

* Moreover it chiefly is required in stewards, that a man, 
taking that office on him, be found faithful. But, whether it 
be thus or not, with me it is a very small thing, that I should 
be judged of you or of man’s judgment: yea, I judge not my 
own self, so as to acquiesce in that judgment. For I know 
nothing of unfuithfulness by myself; yet am I not thereby jus- 
tified aé God’s tribunal: but he that further judgeth me, is the 
Lord. Whitby’s Paraph. in loc. vol. ii. p. 128. 

As for what remains to be done in the discharge of this office, 
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Such is indisputably the meaning of the place. 

But, even if it really spoke of our Justification 
in order to eternal life: how, in that case, it could 
serve Mr. Knox’s purpose, [ am unable to compre- 
hend. Under ths aspect, so far from establishing 


L hope we shall always remember, that it is demanded in 
stewards, that a man be found faithful; since they also, as well 
as lower servants in the family, are subject to account. And, 
accordingly, it is my highest ambition, that my great Master 
may judge me farthful, whether my fellow-servants be pleased 
or displeased with my conduct. And, if my fidelity to my Lord 
may offend them, I am well contented to abide all its conse- 
quences. For I will freely declare in this view, it is with me 
the smallest thing that can be imagined, that I should be judged 
by you or by any man’s judgment. Nor, indeed, do I so judge 
myself, asif my case were finally to be determined by my own 
apprehensions concerning it. For, though, I bless God, 1 am 
not conscious to myself of any thing criminal, of any designed 
neglect of my office or unfaithfulness in my trust ; yet I am not 
hereby justified: that is not the main thing in question; I 
know, that partiality to ourselves may often lead us to overlook 
many faults, for which God may another day condemn us. 
But he that judgeth me, the person by whose judgment I am to 
stand or fall, is the Lord Jesus Christ, who searcheth the 
hearts and trieth the reins of the children of men. Doddridge’s 
Paraph. in loc. Fam. Expos. vol. iv. p. 226. 

As for me, I value it not, if Lam censured by some of you 
or by any man, as not being a faithful steward: nay, as to this, 
I pass no judgment on myself. For, though I can truly say 
that I know nothing by myself: yet am I not hereby justified 
to you: but the Lord, whose steward I am, at the last day will 
pronounce sentence on my behaviour in my stewardship; and 
then you will know what to think of me. Locke’s Paraph. in 
loc. Works, vol. iii. p. 160. 
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the doctrine which he advocates, it would directly 
contradict it. St. Paul would then say: JL am not 
conscious to myself of any gross and glaring ini- 
quity: secret and unobserved sins I may, no doubt, 
have committed ; but I trust, that I have been pre- 
served from deliberate and presumptuous sins : still, 
however, I am nov thereby justified; for I well 
know, that my Justification must rest upon a much 
more solid basis than my own Inherent Righteous- 
ness of Imperfect Sanctification. 

(2.) Another passage, adduced by Mr. Knox, is 
that which occurs in the Epistle to Titus. 

After that the kindness and love of God our 
Saviour toward man appeared, not by works of 
righteousness which we have done, but according to 
his mercy, he saved us, through the washing of 
regeneration and renewing of the Holy Ghost, 
which he shed on us abundantly through Jesus 
Christ our Saviour: that, being justified by his 
grace, we should be made heirs according to the 
hope of eternal life*. 

Mr. Knox claims this passage, on the ground 
that Regeneration is there spoken of as that 
whereby we are saved. But Regeneration is the 
commencement of the infusion of Inherent Right- 
eousness. Therefore, by our Inherent Righteous- 
ness we must be justified, in order to our eternal 
Salvation J. 

* Titus ili, 4—7. 


+ Treatise on Justific. Rem. vol. i. p. 307. 
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It is truly marvellous, how Mr. Knox could 
have drawn such a conclusion from such a 
passage. 

Certainly, as Hooker well expresses it, there is 
a dutiful necessity of good works, though they 
possess no meritorious dignity. follow holiness, 
says the Apostle: without which no man shall see 
the Lord. In the very nature and necessity of 
things, it is morally impossible, without a personal 
holiness commencing and advancing here though 
perfected only when the soul is separated from the 
body, to. enter into the kingdom of heaven, to 
enjoy the beatific presence of God and his Christ, 
and to be made meet for the inheritance of the 
saints in light. 

But what then? How does this prove: that 
St. Paul here teaches the doctrine of Justification 
by our own infused holiness ? 

So far as [ can read him, he absolutely, even 
in the very passage adduced by Mr. Knox, con- 
tradicts altogether any such speculation. He 
declares: that God hath saved us, Not from the 
works that are in righteousness which we have 
done *, but according to his own mercy, through the 
preparative infusion of regeneration expanding into 
progressive Sanctification ; in order that, HAVING 
BEEN ALREADY JUSTIFIED BY HIS GRACET, we 


+ ~ yg ~ 
* Ovx && dpywy thy év YiKasatyy dy émornoapey nrels. 


! , ~ 
F “Iva, dixaswbevres tH Exelvov yapets, KAnpovd nos yevoucba. 
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should be made heirs according to the hope of eternal 
life. 

Nothing. can be more distinct than this state- 
ment of St. Paul. He separates in orricr, as he 
separates in orpER, the Righteousness of Sanc- 
tification from the Righteousness of Justifica- 
tion. 

First, we are justified by grace. Here is the 
Righteousness of Justification. 

Next, we are saved, or placed in a salvable 
state; not by works of righteousness which we 
have done, or (as the original still more definitely 
expresses it) Not from the works that are in right- 
eousness which we have done, that is to say (as 
the phrase most palpably imports,) nor from the 
works which we have performed in our condition 
of the infused Righteousness of Inherent Sancti- 
fication: but by God’s pure mercy, through the 
medium of a qualifying regeneration and of the 
progressive renovation of the Holy Ghost, which 
he has shed on us, or infused into us, abundantly, 
through Jesus Christ our Saviour. Here is the 
chronologically successive Righteousness of Sanc- 
tification. 

Each, in its own orpDER, has its own OFFICE. 
The one gives us our right to, the other gives us 
our qualification for, the kingdom of heaven. In 
practice, they must never be separated : in office, 
they must ever be disjointed. 

Mr. Knox, still more unaccountably confound- 
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ing together Justification and Sanctification, re- 
marks additionally: that Zhe Justified State itself 
must be, simply and essentially, in the judgment of 
the Church, a State of Spiritual Vitality ; which, 
duly tended and cultivated, thrives and advances ; 
but which, when unguarded and neglected, wastes, 
withers, and dies. How completely this System 
sweeps away the merely Forensic System, leaving it 
neither branch nor root, I need say no more to 
wllustrate *. 

Now, in good sober sooth, what has all this to 
do, in regard to the point which Mr. Knox would 
establish ? 

No doubt, a justified man, as such, must be in 
a State of Spiritual Vitality : for Good Works, as 
our Church well teaches us, are the Fruits of 
Faith, and FoLLOW AFTER Justification. 

But this does not prove; that his State of 
Spiritual Vitality has any hand in justifying him: 
which was the matter that Mr. Knox undertook 
to establish. Rather, indeed, the precisely oppo- 
site result is brought out. For, if a State of 
Spiritual Vitality Fottows arrrerR Justification, it 
is quite clear that it cannot justify an ALREADY 
and ANTECEDENTLY justified person. 

The rapid allegation of Mr. Knox: How com- 
pletely this System sweeps away the merely Forensic 
System, leaving it neither branch nor root, I need 


* Treatise on Justific. Rem. vol.i. p. 311. 


CHAP. VIII.] OF JUSTIFICATION. 253 


say no more to illustrate: this allegation is, of 
course, to be understood as a pure Fashion of 
Speech. 

Thus may we see and judge, upon what foun- 
dation rest the far too confident assertions of the 
excellent, though unhappily mistaken, individual 
before us. 

To be justified, in Paul’s sense, is to be MADE 
righteous in mind and heart through the effectual 
grace of our Lord Jesus Christ*. 

In St. Paul's sense, to be justified is, not simply 
to be accountED righteous, but also, and in the 
Jirst instance, to be MavE righteous by the implan- 
tation of a radical principle of Righteousness t. 

As usual, he confounds together the two distinct 
OFFICES of Justification and Sanctification, the 
right and the qualification: and thus brings in the 
dangerous doctrine and practice of building upon 
another foundation than only Christ. 

(3.) A third passage, adduced by Mr. Knox, 
is that which occurs in the Epistle to the 
Romans. f 


* Leading Design of the Christ. Dispens. Rem. vol. ii. p. 33. 

+ Treatise on Redemption and Salvation. Rem. vol. ii. p.60. 

{ My attention was called, to Mr. Knox’s criticism on this 
third passage, by a brother-clergyman, after the first edition 
of the present Work was published. The third and fourth 
volumes of the Remains did not make their appearance, until 
after my Treatise was written and nearly altogether printed, so 
that I could only notice, in a Postscript to the Preface, Mr. 
Hornby’s mention of me 
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for He, that is dead, is freed from sin*. 

On this passage, he remarks, as follows. 

Lo be justified, in St. Paul's sense, is, by most 
Protestant Divines, supposed equivalent to being 
liberated or absolved.— Yet St. Paul himself uses 
this self-same term, where it must be explained 
in a quite different manner. For example, in Rom. 
vi. 7: For he, that is dead (that is, with Christ, ) 
i$ JUSTIFIED from sin. You will observe, our 
translators render it: FREED from sin. But the 
original, as the margin of our common English 
Bibles shews, is, as I have rendered it. The 
inevitable inference from this passage, I conceive, 
is: that St. Paul did not restrict Justification to 
deliverance from divine condemnation ; but included 
in it, also, deliverance from reigning corrup- 
tion, inasmuch as he here applies the term, not 
to the former (except by implication), but to the 
latter +. 

In pronouncing his own inference to be the 
wnevitable inference from the present text, Mr. 
Knox, I cannot but think, reasons and concludes 
much too rapidly. 

Among the ancients, Basil and Jerome ; among 
the moderns, Whitby and Locke and Pyle and 
King James’s English Translators of the Bible 
and the Geneva French Translators of the Bible 


* “O yap dmobavay dedixatotas and rH5 duaptias. Rom. vi. 7. 
+ Letter to Mrs. H. More in Rem. vol. iii. p. 96, 97. 
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and De Sacy the French Translator of the New 
Testament: all understand the original greek 
verb, as it here occurs, in the sense of lberation 
or alienation; as when a slave has been set free 
from the absolute domination of the master who 
is his legal proprietor. * 


* Aeixalora: and Tio auaptiag, "“AmndrAaKTat, nrevOepdras, 
Kexabaplotat, wdéong daptias. Basil. in Suicer. Thesaur. voc. 
Aixaiso § I. See Parkhurst’s Greek Lexic. in A:caso § IV. 

Ut corpus nostrum destruatur a servitute peccati, et fiat jus- 
titiz mancipium, quod solebat esse delicti. Omnis enim, qui 
facit peccatum, servus est peccati. Quz enim mortuus est, 
justificatus est a peccato. Hoc est, alienatus est a peccato, 
Mortuus enim omnino non peccat: ita et, qui natus est de 
Deo, non peccat. Hieron. Comment, in loc. Oper. vol. viii. 
po E2. 

He, that is dead, is freed from sin. See il Pet.iv.4. He 
sins no more. Whitby in loc. Paraph. vol. ii. p. 31. 

He, that is dead, is set free from the vassalage of sin, as a 
slave is from the vassalage of his master. The tenor of St. 
Paul’s discourse here shews this to be the sense of this verb: 
and, to be assured that it is so, we need go no farther than 
ver. 11, 12, 13. He makes it his business in this chapter, not 
to tell them what they certainly and unchangeably are; but to 
exhort them to be what they ought and are engaged to be by 
becoming Christians: namely, that they ought to emancipate 
themselves from the vassalage of sin. Locke’s Comment. in 
loc. Works, vol. iii. p. 288. 

He, that is dead, is freed from sin. It being plainly the 
only thing meant by our baptism, that all our former habits of 
sin should be, in a manner, killed and crucified, and we freed 
from all slavish obedience to them: thus, dying to sin, signifies 
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But, even if the word be translated as Mr. 
Knox, perhaps neither unreasonably nor impro- 
perly, requires; his inference would not znxevitably 
follow from such a version: rather, indeed, I 
should say, when the constant tenor of St. Paul’s 
theologising in regard to Justification is consi- 
dered, no inference of this description could be, 
legitimately and consistently, deduced from it. 

The literal translation of the place, if we 
render the verb as it is commonly rendered, will 
run thus. 

He, that hath become dead, hath been justified 
from sin. 

Now the obvious meaning of the text, when 
thus rendered, may be expressed in the following 
paraphrase. . 

He, who has become practically dead to sin, and 
who has thus an evidence within himself that he has 
been sanctified by the Spirit of holiness, may thence 
justly infer; that, 1N orDER To this Sanctification, 
he has been previousty justified, by the imputation 
of Faith for Righteousness (as the Apostle speaks), 
from all the charge and penalty of sin: because the 


our freedom from it, as slaves are freed from their masters. 
Pyle’s Paraph. in loc. vol. i. p. 254. 

Car celui, qui est mort, est quitte de peché. La Bible. 
A Geneve. A. D. 1588. 

Car celui, qui est mort, est délivré du peché. Le Nouveau 
Test. traduit par le maistre De Sacy. 
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reality of his Justification may be surely learned 
from the reality of his Sanctification, even as a tree 
as known by its fruits. 

Some such idea as this, which the perfect-past 
time of the verb in the original seems naturally to 
point out, occurred apparently to Dr. Doddridge*. 
And, since St. Paul, in the general context, is 
arguing onward, from the true groundwork of 
Justification to the dutifully necessary superstruc- 
ture of Sanctification; removing, by the way, the 
objection, that his doctrine led to the vile result of 
continuing in sin that grace might abound: 1 much 
incline to think, that this is the best and the most 
consistent exposition of the place. 

Thus, assuredly, the inference, which Mr. 
Knox would draw, is very far removed from being 
enevitable +. 


* For he, that is dead, is set at liberty from sin. Aedicaioron 
signifies to be justified or vindicated: and here it seems to im- 
port being delivered from future claims of subjection. But this 
sense is so uncommon, that I am much in doubt, whether it 
might not be rendered justified here: to intimate, that a sense 
of Justification by the cross of Christ is the great mean of our 
delivery from the bondage of sin, as it animates and excites us 
to shake off its yoke. Doddridge’s Famil. Expos. in loc, 
vol, iv. p. 65. 

+ In the first edition of this Work, I here introduced an 
argument, which, from my doubé of its conclusiveness, is now, 
in the second Edition, withdrawn. 

The argument was this. 

Mr. Knox and the Tridentines make our Justification to rest 


s 
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II. The Scheme of Doctrine, then, advocated 
by Mr. Knox and the Tridentines, and the Scheme 


upon the basis of our own Inherent Righteousness infused into 
us by God through our Faith in Christ. 

But, as the whole Romish System of repeated Justifications, 
whereby a man becomes more and more just, distinctly shews 
and acknowledges, we never can assuredly say; Whether the 
AMOUNT of our Inherent Righteousness is, or is not, sufficient 
to procure our Acceptance with God: and, consequently, on 
that System, we can never have any peace and comfort and 
confidence in believing. | 

Therefore this Scheme of Doctrine cannot be the Scriptural 
Doctrine of Justification: because the Scriptural Doctrine is 
uniformly described, as conferring peace with God through our 
Lord Jesus Christ. See Rom. iii. 21—28. Rom. iv. 4—8. 
Rom. v. 1—11, 19—21. 

Such was my argument. 

I. But, this train of reasoning, the friend, to whom I have 
already made my acknowledgments, pronounced to be incon- 
clusive: inasmuch as, by any person, and therefore assuredly 
and a fortiori by a Romanist, exactly the same train of reason- 
ing might be retorted upon the Doctrine of Sanctification being 
the believer's qualification for heaven and the badge of his being 
one of God’s people upon earth, as maintained both by the 
Church of England and by all the other Churches of the 
Reformation. 

The argument, says he, drawn from the difficulty of specify- 
ing the precise AMOUNT of Inherent Righteousness and the 
exact TALE of good and meritorious works necessary to procure 
our Justification, is not conclusive: which may easily be shewn, 
by proposing an argument exactly parallel. For example. 
How shall we estimate the precise AMOUNT of Sanctification, 
necessary to entitle a man to be considered one of the people of 
God? A line must plainly be drawn SOMEWHERE, above 
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of Doctrine maintained by the learning and in- 
genuity of Bishop Bull, whatever shade of diffe- 


which the fruits of the Spirit in our lives are sufficient to entitle 
us to feel that confidence, and below which we cannot feel 
it. But what mortal man shall undertake to draw this line? 
Yet, unless it be drawn, and unless each individual shall 
be able to say positively that he is entitled to place himself 
above it, he can have no certainty that he is in a state of 
Salvation. 

1. The retort consists, in the substituting of the word Sancti- 
Jication for the word Justification, and in then carrying out the 
very same line of argument. 

If, on the Popish Scheme, we can never be certain, what 
AMOUNT of Inherent Righteousness is necessary to procure our 
Justification and Acceptance with God: then neither, a Ro- 
manist may answer, can we ever, on the Protestant Scheme, be 
certain, what AMOUNT of Sanctification is necessary, to consti- 
tute us children of God, and thence to give us a sufficient 
qualification for the Kingdom of Heaven. 

2. The atiswer, which I gave to the present retort, was this. 

Justification by our own Inherent Righteousness involves, of 
plain necessity, a question of AMOUNT. 

But Sanctification, viewed as constituting us children of 
God, involves no question of AMOUNT but only a question of 
ACTUALITY. | 

Hence, when contemplated under its true aspect of a quali- 
fication, Holiness must either be real or else an absolute non- 
entity. 

If it be real: then, although it may be low in degree, the 
spiritually sanctified individual is nevertheless a genuine child 
of God, and may accordingly enjoy legitimate peace and com- 
fort and confidence in believing. 

If it be an absolute non-entity, or, in other words, if it exist 
not at all: then, since by the hypothesis, it exists not, a mere 
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rence there may be between them, are alike 
irreconcileable with the occurrence of those alle- 


non-entity can properly form no part of the inquiry now be- 
fore us. 

In short, though there doubtless are degrees in Sanctification ; 
or, as the Apostle speaks, though One star differeth from ano- 
ther star in glory: yet, still, ALL the really sanctified are stars, 
whatever may be their several magnitudes. 

This was my reply. Whether it be satisfactory or not, let 
others determine. 

If. But, while, from a lurking doubt upon my own mind, 
the argument, in mood and form, is no longer insisted upon : 
this circumstance does not, in any wise, remove the evil conse- 
quences which flow from the Tridentine Doctrine of Justi- 
fication. | 

The notion, that We may successively be justified more and 
more by the cooperation of Faith and Good Works; or, as the 
Tridentines express it, In ipsa Justitia per Christi gratiam 
accepta, codperante Fide bonis Operibus, crescunt, atque 
magis justificantur (Concil. Trident. Sess. vi. c. 10. p. 49.): 
this notion, by the very circumstance of its unequivocally inti- 
mating that one solemn act of Forensic Justification is insuffi- 
cient to the believer as the Ground of his Acceptance with 
God, leads, in no devious course, to all the superstition and 
will-worship, which, under the management of the Popish 
Priests, have so grievously disguised and disfigured the fair 
face of Christianity. 

1. A gloomy or a poverty-stricken aspirant resorts to those 
unbidden austerities and those severe bodily macerations, by 
which it is fully hoped that sins may be expiated and heaven 
meritoriously attained through the mechanical medium of hu- 
man suffering. 

Accordingly, nothing more fully exhibits this dreadfully 
deleterious superstition, than the strange paganising rites still 
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gations against the Doctrine of St. Paul, which 


disgracefully prevalent among the besotted Papists of Ireland, 
through which they devoutly expect and believe, that satisfac- 
tion can be made to God, and that their past sins may be 
expiated. Such is the passing under the holy rock of St. Dec- 
lan, who was no other than the Deucalion or Maritime Great 
Father of the Celts. Such also are their pilgrimages, to the 
holy wells of their heathen ancestors, and to the old mystic 
purgatory, now appropriated to the mythological Patric, in the 
midst of the holy lake of Dearg. Truly, a Letter from Ireland, 
by any one who had studied the subject, might rival Dr. Mid- 
dleton’s Letter from Rome. But, what I am now concerned 
with, is the ideality and animus of the process. The miserable 
deluded simpletons crawl round, what are called stations, over 
the rugged and pointed flints, upon their bare and bloody and 
swollen knees : women, as well as men! Thus, under the tute- 
lage of their spiritual guides, dream they of obtaining, as the 
Tridentines speak, a more and more complete Justification. The 
whole of this is a mere plagiarism from the worship of the 
ancient Pagans, adapted to the pestilent Doctrine: that Man is 
justified by an Infused Inherent Righteousness of his own ; and 
that God’s bounty is such, as to set down his Good Works, be- 
cause the power of performing Good Works is the gift of God, 
Sor Merits which can justly claim eternal life. 

2. On the other hand, a wealthy votary, whose affections 
turn instinctively to the good things of this life, sees not, that 
his superfluous money can be better laid out, than in securing 
to himself also the still better things of another life. 

Hence he will strike out various plans of effecting so desir- 
able an object: nor will he grudge to expend the Mammon of 
unrighteousness, though not quite in our Saviour’s sense, for the 
purpose of his being received into everlasting habitations, either 
by founding monasteries, or by purchasing venal masses through 
which his disembodied soul shall be cheaply extricated from 
Purgatory and safely lodged in Paradise. 
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charged it with a direct promotion of immorality : 


3. So likewise, still on the same universally permeable prin- 
ciple, some devotees, dissatisfied, as they needs must be, with 
their own performances, learn to rely upon the marvellous, 
though somewhat apocryphal, virtues of the Blessed Scapular : 
while others, in the very possible lack of the sufficiency of their 
own Inherent Righteousness, think themselves quite secure 
under the never-failing patronage of the Virgin Mary; who, as 
by their blind guides they are taught to believe, has received 
from Christ all power in heaven and earth under himself, with a 
promise that there is no request asked by her which she should 
not obtain. See Gallagher’s Irish Sermons, p. 6, cited and 
translated by Mr. Nangle, serm. iv. p. 74, 75. 

4, Meanwhile the same mistaken System, which naturally en- 
genders these wretched fooleries, finally builds, upon the very 
fooleries themselves, the monstrous impiety of Superogatory 
Merit. 

Under the influence of this audacious Heresy, the supposed 
perfect Inherent Righteousness, which a man, after all his toils 
and exertions, finds that he cannot attain unto, he will readily be- 
lieve to have actually been attained by one of more stern virtue 
and more inflexible resolution than himself: and, to establish 
him in this gross unscriptural phantasy, his Church steps in; 
and, from time to time, with most imposing gravity, enrols in 
the order of Celestial Nobility those who are reputed to have 
died in what is called the odour of sanctity. These canonised 
hero-gods of anew form of Paganism have been so préemi- 
nently holy, that they have not only merited heaven for them- 
selves by a full improvement of their infused Inherent Righte- 
ousness, but have likewise on hand such a redundant stock of 
good works that they have enough and more than enough to 
spare for their less diligent and stirring neighbours. Their fan- 
cied merits, for a due consideration had and received, are kindly 
applied, by the Pope and his Satellites, to give a false peace 
to unquiet consciences: and thus the daily work of a more and 
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and, therefore, they stand self-convicted, as mot 


more increasing Justification, as the Tridentines speak, advances, 
with, what the miserable dupes of these graceless impostors are 
taught to think, an unerring certainty. 

5. Such, in a pretended reliance upon, but ina real desertion 
of, the alone Meritorious and Perfect Righteousness of Christ, 
is the walk prescribed by the Roman Church to her unhappy 
members. This, as our wise Hooker says, is the Mystery of 
the Manof Sin. This maze the Church of Rome doth cause her 
followers to tread, when they ask her the way to Justification. 
The basis of the whole Babel, whose top is to reach unto 
heaven, is the Doctrine of Justification by our own Inherent Right- 
eousness infused into us of God through Faith in Jesus Christ. 

III. Respecting my original argument, as stated above and 
as then relinquished, I ought to add: that the friend alluded 
to is not the only person who has pronounced it to be incon- 
clusive. Since the former part of this note was written, a 
letter from another friend states very distinctly the ground on 
which he likewise is dissatisfied. 

He truly remarks: that, when I spoke of peace and blessed- 
ness being the sure consequents of our Justification, it was ne- 
cessary, in order that my argument should not be a sophism, to 
understand the word Justification in the sense of Our Conscious- 
ness that we are justified. 

Such being the case, it immediately follows: that my argument 
against the Scheme of Mr. Knox may be retorted upon myself. 

For, if a KNOWLEDGE that we have a sufficiency of Inherent 
Righteousness be demanded from a maintainer of the one 
Scheme : a KNOWLEDGE that we have ourselves been assuredly 
justified may equally, in the way of retort, be demanded from 
the maintainer of the other Scheme. 

That is to say, though peace and blessedness be the sure 
consequents of Justification itself in the abstract: they can 
only, zn the concrete, be the sure consequents of Our own per- 
sonal Consciousness that we have been justified. 
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exhibiting the Doctrine which was really taught 
by the great Apostle *. 


The general result, therefore, is: that the evidence of our 
life and conversation, which may or may not be sufficient, is as 
much necessary to establish fully such Consciousness, as it is 
necessary to establish fully a Conviction of the sufficient amount 
of Inherent Righteousness. 

And the argumentative consequence is: that, if the Conviction 
can never be certainly established, then neither can the Conscious- 
ness. . 

IV. When two such friends, on somewhat different grounds, 
concur in impugning the conclusiveness of my argument, the 
praise of wisdom in withdrawing it will, I think, be conceded 
to me. 

* It may be useful to subjoin the consent of the Reformed 
Churches of the Continent in regard to the Doctrine of Justi- 
fication. 

Christus peccata mundi in se recepit et sustulit: divinzeque 
Justitiz satisfecit. Deus ergo, propter solum Christum passum 
et resuscitatum, propitius est peccatis nostris: nec illa nobis 
imputat. Imputat autem Justitiam Christi pro nostra (2 Cor. v. 
Rom. iv.) : ita ut jam simus, non solum mundati peccatis et 
purgati, vel sancti; sed etiam donati Justitia Christi, adeoque 
absoluti a peccatis, morte, vel condemnatione, justi denique ac 
heredes vite eterne. Proprié ergo loquendo, Deus solus nos 
justificat, et duntaxat propter Christum justificat : non imputans 
nobis peccata, sed imputans ejus nobis Justitiam. Quoniam 
vero nos justificationem hance recipimus, non per ulla opera, sed 
per fidem in Dei misericordiam et Christum : ideo docemus et cre- 
dimus cum Apostolo, hominem peccatorem justificari sola fide 
in Christum, non lege aut ullis operibus.— Ergo, quia fides Chris- 
tum Justitiam nostram recipit, et gratiz Dei in Christo omnia 
tribuit: ideo fidei tribuitur justificatio, maximé propter Chris- 
tum, et non ideo quia nostrum opus est.—Itaque justificationis 
beneficium non partimur, partim gratiz Dei vel Christo, partim 
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There is, however a region of error as well as 
a region of truth: and, thence, as these two 


nobis aut dilectioni operibusve vel merito nostro ; sed, in solidum, 
gratiz Deiin Christo per fidem tribuimus. Sed et non possent 
Deo placere dilectio et opera nostra, si fierent ab injustis : proinde 
oportet nos prius justos esse, quam diligamus aut faciamus opera 
justa. Justi vere efficimur, quemadmodum diximus, per fidem 
in Christum, mera gratia Dei, qui peccata nobis non imputat, 
sed Justitiam Christi: adeoque fidem in Christum ad justitiam 
nobis imputat. Confess. Helvet. Artic. xvi. in Syllog. Confess, 
p- 52, 53. 

Item docent: quod homines non _possint justificari coram 
Deo propriis viribus, meritis, aut operibus; sed gratis justificen- 
tur propter Christum per fidem, cum credunt se in gratiam recipi 
et peccata remitti propter Christum, qui sua morte pro nostris 
peccatis satisfecit. Hanc fidem imputat Deus pro Justitia coram 
ipso. Rom. iii. etiv.— Item docent: quod fides illa debeat bonos 
fructus parere; et quod oporteat bona opera mandata a Deo 
facere, propter voluntatem Dei, non ut confidamus per ea opera 
Justificationem coram Deo mereri. Confess. August. A.D. 1531. 
Art. iv, vi. in Syllog. Confess, p. 124, 125. 

Contumelia est Filii Dei fingere, ulla nostra opera merita 
esse, seu pretium remissionis peccatorum, et esse propitiationes 
pro peccato. Ideo, pharisaica illa et pelagiana deliramenta claré 
damnamus, que fingunt disciplinam illam esse implantationem 
legis Dei; item mereri remissionem, seu de congruo, seu de con- 
digno ; vel esse Justitiam, qua homines coram Deo sint accepti : 
sed Filius Dei, Dominus noster Jesus Christus; qui est imago 
eterni Patris, constitutus est mediator, propitiator, redemptor, 
justificator, et salvator. Hujus unius obedientia et merito, pla- 
catur ira Dei.—In declaratione vocabuli Justificari, usitaté dici- 
tur; Justificari significat, ex injusto justum fieri: quod, recté 
intellectum, hic quoque quadrat. Ex injusto, id est, reo et ino- 
bediente et non habente Christum, fieri justum, id est, absolutum 
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Schemes stand thus self-convicted of incorrect- 
ness; so likewise, in their practical operation, 


areatu, propter Filium Dei, et apprehendentum fide ipsum Chris- 
tum, qui est Justitia nostra: quiaejus merito habemus remissio- 
nem; et Deus Justitiam nobisimputat; et, propter eum, nos justos 
reputat ; et, dato Spiritu Sancto suo nos, vivificat, et regenerat.— 
Quanquam autem simul inchoatur novitas, que in vita eterna erit 
perfecta, ad quam redempti sumus: tamen persona in hac vita non 
propter novas qualitates aut opera, est justa, id est, Deo ac- 
cepta et heres vitze zeternz ; sed propter ipsum Mediatorem, pas- 
sum, resuscitatum, regnantem, deprecantem pro nobis, nos 
obumbrantem et vivificantem. Quanquam enim sunt inchoate 
virtutes, tamen adhuc sunt imperfecte : et herent in nobis re- 
liquize peccati. Ideo, tenenda est hzc consolatio: placere per- 
sonam propter Filium Dei, imputata nobis ipsius Justitia.— 
Itaque, et correlative intelligenda est hec oratio, Fide Justifica- 
mur: hoc est, fiducia Filii Dei justificamur, non propter nos- 
tram qualitatem, sed quia ipse est propitiator, in quo cor ac- 
quiescit, fiducia promissz misericordiz propter eum; quam 
fiduciam ipse, Spiritu suo Sancto, exsuscitat. Confess. Saxon. 
de Remiss. peccat. et Justific. in Syllog. Confess. p. 250, 251, 
253, 254. 

Credimus, Spiritum Sanctum, in cordibus nostris habitantem, 
veram nobis fidem impartiri, ut hujus tanti mysterii veram cog- 
nitionem adipiscamur. Que fides Jesum Christum, cum omnibus 
suis meritis, amplectitur : illumque sibi, ceu proprium effectum, 
vindicat : nihilque deinceps, extra illum, querit. Necesse est 
enim: aut omnia, que ad salutem nostram requiruntur, in 
Christo non esse; aut, si sint in eo omnia, eum, qui fide Jesum 
Christum possidet, simul etiam perfectam habere salutem. Ita- 
que horrenda est omnino in Deum blasphemia asserere, Chris- 
tum minimé suflicere, sed aliis quoque rebus opus esse. Inde 
enim sequeretur, Christum ex parte tantum Servatorem esse. 
Merito, igitur, jureque diximus cum D. Paulo: Nos sola fide 
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with whatever varying degrees of intenseness they 
make our Justification to rest upon our own right- 


justificari, seu fide absque operibus legis. Czeterum, proprié 
loquendo, nequaquam intelligimus, ipsam fidem, per se seu ex 
se, nos justificare: ut que sit, duntaxat, veluti instrumentum, 
quo Christum Justitiam nostram apprehendimus. Christus, 
igitur, ipse est nostra Justitia, qui omnia sua nobis merita im- 
putat : fides vero est instrumentum ; quo illi, in societatem seu 
communionem omnium bonorum ipsius, copulamur, atque in ea 
retinemur: adeo ut illa omnia, nostra effecta, plus quam satis 
nobis sint ad nostri absolutionem a peccatis. Confess. Belgic. 
Art. xxii. in Syllog. Confess. p. 340. 

Quoniam, igitur, justo Dei judicio, temporalibus et zternis 
penis, obnoxii sumus: estne reliqua ulla ratio aut via, qua his 
penis liberemur, et Deo reconciliemur? Vult Deus suze jus- 
titiz satisfieri: quocirca necesse est, vel per nos, vel per alium, 
satisfaciamus. Possumusne ipsi per nos satisfacere? Nulla ex 
parte : quinetiam debitum, in singulos dies, augemus. Potestne 
ulla creatura in ceelo vel in terra, que tantum creatura sit, pro 
nobis satisfacere? Nulla. Nam, principio, non vult Deus, 
quod homo peccavit, id in alia creatura plectere. Deinde, nec 
potest quidem, quod mera tantum creatura sit, iram Dei adver- 
sus peccatum sustinere, et alios ab ea liberare. Qualis, ergo, 
quzrendus est mediator et liberator? Qui verus quidem homo 
sit, ac perfecté justus, et tamen omnibus creaturis potentior : 
hoc est, qui simul etiam sit verus Deus. Cur necesse est, eum 
verum hominem, et quidem perfecté justum, esse? Quia 
justitia Dei postulat, ut eadem natura humana, que peccavit, 
ipsa pro peccato dependat : qui, vero, ipse peccator esset, pro 
aliis dependere non posset. Quare oportet, eum simul etiam 
veré Deumesse? Ut, potentia sue divinitatis, onus ire divine 
carne sua sustinere, nobisque amissam justitiam et vitam repa- 
rare ac restituere, possit. Quis autem est ille Mediator, qui 
simul est, verus Deus, et verus perfecteque justus homo? 
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eous deeds, they contradict, so far as respects the 
GROUND of our acceptance with God, that idea of 


Dominus noster Jesus Christus: qui factus est nobis, a Deo, 
sapientia, justitia, sanctificatio, et redemptio. Catech. Heidel- 
berg. par. il. quest. 12—18. in Syllog. Confess. p. 363—365. 

I subjoin the Westminster Confession: which, I believe, is 
either received or sanctioned by our valued Sister in Christ, the 
Established Church of Scotland. 

Those, whom God effectually calleth, he also freely justi- 
fieth : not by infusing Righteousness into them; but, by par- 
doning their sins, and by accounting and accepting their persons 
as righteous: not for any thing, wrought in them, or done by 
them; but for Christ’s sake alone: not by imputing faith itself, 
the act of believing, or any other evangelical obedience, as their 
righteousness ; but by imputing the obedience and satisfaction 
of Christ unto them, they receiving and resting on him and his 
righteousness by faith : which faith they have not of themselves; 
itis the gift of God. Christ, by his obedience and death, did 
fully discharge the debt of all those that are thus justified : and 
did make a proper, real, and full, satisfaction, to his Father’s 
justice, in their behalf. 

The Episcopal Churches of Scotland and the United States of 
America, daughters in whom the Church of England may well 
rejoice and glory, receive the sound Confession of their A posto- 
lical Mother. 

Bossuet has amused himself by writing what he calls A 
History of the Variations of the Protestant Churches. Cer- 
tainly, there are some variations among them, just as there are 
some considerable variations among the several sections of the 
Roman Church: but on the point of Justification, we see how 
they all agree. Now this very point of Justification is the true 
ground of the irreconcileable difference between Protestantism 
and Popery: all other matters are subordinate and subsidiary : 
so that he, who departs from the reformed doctrine of Justi- 
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PERFECTION both in Holiness and in Justice, 
which Reason and Scripture equally teach us to 
entertain of the Supreme Essence. 

The making out of a satisfactory case to this 
effect is a matter of no very great difficulty. 

God is eminently characterised by Holiness. 

Thus his special designation is, Zhe Holy One 
of Israel: and the divine song of the mutually 
responsive Seraphim is, Holy, holy, holy, is the 
Lord of hosts *. Nor is that chaunt confined to 
the Law. Under the Gospel also, the rapt Apo- 
stle heard the same celestial invocation, Holy, 
holy, holy, Lord God Almighty, which was, and is, 
and is to comet. Such also is in tenor, what, in 
reference both to the Law and to the Gospel, is 
emphatically called The song of Moses the servant 
of God and the song of the Lamb. For it 
runs: Great and marvellous are thy works, Lord 
God Almighty; just and true are thy ways, 
thou King of saints! Who shall not fear thee, 
O Lord, and glorify thy name? For thou only art 


holy t. 


fication, just so far approximates to the Church of Rome. 
Purgatory, Penance, Supererogation, Pilgrimage, and the 
whole machinery of the Opus operatum, all rest ultimately 
upon the doctrine of Justification as defined by the authority of 
the Roman Church. 

* Isaiah xxix. 23, x1.25. xliii.15. Hos. xi.9. Habak.i.12. 
ili, 3. Isaiah vi. 6. 

+ Rev. iv. 8. t Rev. xv. 3, 4. 


270 THE PRIMITIVE DOCTRINE [| CHAP. VIII. 


Nor is God less characterised by Justice than 
by Holiness. 

Justice and Judgment are the habitation of thy 
throne: mercy and truth shall go before thy face*. 
L will publish the name of the Lord: ascribe ye 
greatness unto our God. He is the Rock: his 
work is perfect. For all his ways are Judgment : a 
God of truth and without iniquity, just and right, 
ws het. There is no God else beside me: a just 
God and a Saviour, there is none beside me t. 

In short, the Lord is described as Perfect: and, 
at a humble distance, we are enjoined to imitate 
his perfection. 

As for God, his way is perfect: the word of the 
Lord is tried: he is a buckler to all those that trust 
in him§. Be ye, therefore, perfect: even as your 
Father, which is in heaven, is perfect ||. 

Such, then, being the revealed character of 
God, a character which entirely approves itself to 
our reason, Perfection of Holiness and Perfection 
of Justice: it is utterly incongruous to imagine, 
that Sinful man can be justified before the Lord by 
any Righteousness save that which is absolute and 
perfect. Were it otherwise, we should be en- 
countered by the revolting anomaly: that A holy 
God may be satisfied by that, which is largely inter- 
' mingled with unholiness ; that A just God may be 


* Ps, Ixxxix.14. t+ Deut. xxxii. 3, 4. t Isaiah xlv. 21. 
§ Psalm xviii. 30. || Matt. v. 48. 
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satisfied by that, which largely partakes of unright- 
eousness; and that A perfect God may be satisfied 
by that, which is largely and inherently stamped 
with imperfection. 

Now what is the scriptural character: either of 
that infused Inherent Righteousness, by which, 
according to Mr. Knox and the Roman Church, a 
sinner is justified and accepted ; or of those Good 
Works, which Bishop Bull would associate with 
Faith, designating the congeries of the two by the 
single scholastic name of Formed faith, in the 
office of our Justification ? 

1. Let us first hear the language of the Old 

Testament, or, as the technical phrase more com- 
monly runs, the language of the Law. 

If I speak of strength, lo he ts strong : and, if of 
judgment, who shall set me atime to plead? If I 
justify myself, mine own mouth shall condemn me: if 
I say I am perfect, it shall also prove me perverse*. 
Lf IL wash myself with snow-water, and make my 
hands ever so clean: yet shalt thou plunge me in the 
ditch, and mine own clothes shall abhor me. for he 
is not aman as Lam: that I should answer him, 
and that we should come together in judgment t. 
Woeis me! For I am undone: because I am a man 
of unclean lips, and I dwell in the midst of a people 
of unclean lips t. We are all as an unclean thing : 
and all our righteousness are as filthy rags. And 


* Job ix. 19, 20. + Job ix. 30, 31. t Isaiah vi. 5. 
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we do all fade as a leaf: and our iniquities, like the 
wind, have taken us away *. 

This is the Inherent Righteousness and these 
are the Good Works even of God’s people: for 
the speakers are no profligate heathens, who have 
never known the Lord, and who have gone after 
their own ways systematically to do evil; but the 
speakers are the comparatively excellent of the 
earth, Job the perfect and the upright, Isaiah the 
acknowledged servant of Jehovah f. 

2. Perhaps, however, the Gospel, offering 
higher privileges and greater advantages than the 
Law, may give us a more favourable account of 
this Inherent Righteousness and of these Good 
Works associated with Faith which are deemed 
sufficiently potent to justify us even in the pre- 
sence of God. 

This I say, then: Walk in the Spirit, and ye 
shall not fulfil the lust of the flesh. or the flesh 
lusteth against the Spirit ; and the Spirit, against 
the flesh: and these are contrary, the one to the 
other; so that ye cannot do the things that ye 
would tf. 

These words are addressed by St. Paul, not to 
the unconverted, but to the converted. They are 
addressed to the Galatians, who had indeed un- 
happily been perverted into error upon the precise 


* Isaiah Ixiv. 6. + Jobi. 1. Isaiah xx. 3. 
t Galat. v. 16, 17. 
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precise point of Justification, but who evidently 
were men that had received grace and had been re- 
newed by the powerful workings of the Holy Ghost. 
Nor is this all. The words are plainly spoken, not 
to the Galatians particularly, but as describing ge- 
nerally the inward condition of every man, who has 
been brought out of darkness into light, and who 
has been rescued from the dominion of Satan to 
the service of God*. Yet, even in their case, 
says the Apostle, the flesh lusteth against the 
Spirit ; and the Spirit, against the flesh: and these 
are contrary, the one to the other ; so that ye cannot 
do the things that ye would. 

Here, then, avowedly, we have an inspired 
description of that condition of Inherent Right- 


+ Bishop Bull admits, that the text, contained in Galat. v. 
16, 17, relates to the internal struggle, not of an unconverted, 
but of a converted, man. 
- Galat. v. certamen est inter carnem et Spiritum, scilicet 
Spiritum Christi: id est, animum hominis luce et gratia Evan- 
geliidonatum. Bull. Harm. Apost. Diss. ii. c. 9. § 24. 

The same view of the passage was of old taken also by 
Jerome. 

Caro presentibus delectatur et brevibus: spiritus, perpetuis 
et futuris. Inter hoc jurgium media anima consistit, habens 
quidem in sua potestate, bonum et malum, velle vel nolle: sed 
non habens hoc ipsum velle ac nolle perpetuum; quia fieri 
potest, ut, cum carni consenserit et opera ejus fecerit, rursum 
per peenitentiam se remordens, spiritui copuletur, et opera ejus 
efficiat. Hoc est ergo quod ait: Hec enim sibi invicem adver- 
santur, id est, caro et spiritus: ut non, quecunque vultis, illa 
faciatis. Hieron. Comment. in loc, Oper. vol. vi. p. 151. 

a3 
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eousness or (as Bishop Bull would speak) that 
condition of Formed Faith: which, however we 
may disagree as to its orFice and FUNCTION, Is, 
as we all agree, communicated by the Good Spirit 
of God to every sincere and real convert. 

Yet, after all, in the unerring judgment of Holy 
Writ, what is it ? 

Truly, we are constrained to reply, it is nothing 
more than a condition of good infused into evil: of 
good combatting indeed with the evil, but never in 
this life altogether subduing it. The two are ever 
contrary, the one to the other: so that, as every 
humble believer well knows by his own bitter 
experience and deeply laments as his own inhe- 
rent imperfection, instead of being able to perform 
any deed which might justify him in the presence 
of a perfectly just God, he perpetually finds, that 
his best purposes are frustrated, that his strongest 
resolutions are overborne, that the little he doth is 
naught, and that he cannot do the things that he 
would. 

Yet, upon such an Inherent Righteousness as 
this, he is invited, truly as if in bitter mockery, by 
Mr. Knox and the Church of Rome, to build his 
Justification ! 

It is called our Righteousness, say the Triden- 
tine Doctors: because, by it inherent in us, we are 
Justified *. 


* Concil, ‘Trident. sess. vi. c. 16, p. 54. 
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Yea, replies Mr. Knox, Zhe reckoning us right- 
eous indispensably presupposes an inward reality of 
Righteousness, on which this reckoning is founded : 
and men will presently awake, and wonder, how they 
could have dreamed of man’s chief hope resting on 
any ground but a moral one*. 

God forbid, that they should awake in the next 
world out of any such dream, as these enchanters 
would bring over their waking senses! Splendid 
as the ivory gate of sleep may appear, let them 
prefer the more homely portal of horn. The 
dreams, which pass through the latter, are the 
dreams of Scriptural and Primitive Verity: but 
the former sends to heaven only the dreams of 
falsehood. Pagan allusion, however, we may well 
exchange for the more awful language of Holy 
Writ. With the prophet of old we may take up 
our parable, and say: Alas, who shall live, when 
God doeth this ? 

3. I have adduced and argued from the passage 
in the Epistle to the Galatians, rather than from 
the parallel passage m the Epistle to the Romans: 
not because I have any doubt as to the true im- 
port of the latter passage, which seems to be 
abundantly settled by the strict analogy of the 
former passage ; but simply because, for the foun- 
dation of an argument, I would rather select a 


* ‘Treatise on Justific. Rem. vol.i. p.306, 315. 
2 
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place, the meaning of which can be neither 
doubted nor disputed. 

With respect to the passage in the Epistle to 
the Romans, many great names, I admit, both 
among the ancients and among the moderns, 
have contended: that, when St. Paul says, We 
know that the Law is spiritual, but I am carnal 
sold under sin, for that which I do I allow not, and 
what I would that do I not, but what I hate that 
do I; and when he exclaims, at the conclusion of 
the passage, O wretched man that I am, who shall 
deliver me from the body of this death: many great 
names have contended; that, when the Apostle 
thus speaks, he speaks, not in his own person as a 
converted and confirmed believer, but in the per- 
son of one who is as yet unconverted, and who 
exhibits nothing more than that struggle of the 
mere natural conscience which even a heathen 
poet could describe as a@ seeing and approving of 
good strangely united with a preference and a fol- 
lowing of evil *. 

Yet, in adopting the interpretation, which, ana- 
logously to the passage in the Epistle to the 
Galatians, supposes St. Paul, when similarly ad- 
dressing the Romans, to speak strictly in his own 
person, and thus for the comfort and sustentation 
of anxious believers in every following age to 


* Rom. vil. 14, 15, 24. 
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reveal the humiliating inward experience even of 
an advanced and well ripened Apostle: I may 
claim authorities in the Ancient Church, quite 
as valid and quite as. influential, as any which 
can be adduced in favour of the other exposi- 
tion. 

While I have the suffrage of Ambrose and 
Hilary and Gregory Nazianzen and Augustine 
rationally associated with the strong evidence 
afforded by the parallel passage written to the 
Galatians, perhaps I need not shrink from the 
judgment of Jerome among the ancients or from 
the decision of Bull among the moderns. 

(1.) Augustine censures the Pelagians of his 
day for asserting the interpretation opposed to his 
own: and, through the medium of Cyprian, he 
very rightly, so far as I can judge, insists upon the 
parallelism of the passage in the Epistle to the 
Galatians *. 


* Dicit Ambrosius, in libro contra Novatianos :—Pauli caro 
corpus moritis erat, sicut ipse ait: Quis me liberabit de corpore 
mortis hujus ? 

Si, quoniam omnes homines sub peccato nascimur et ipse 
ortus noster in vitio est, ideo Paulicaro corpus mortis erat, sicut 
ipse ait; Quis me liberabit de corpore mortis hujus: jam tan- 
dem perspicis, etiam SEIPSUM in his suis verbis voluisse intelligi 
Apostolum. Ipsrus ergo interior homo cum - condelectaretur 
legi Dei, vedebat aliam legem in membris suis repugnantem legi 
mentis sue : et propterea carnem suam corpus mortis esse dice- 
bat. In 1psius ergo carne non habitabat bonum, propter quod, 
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Now, certainly, the maintenance of the inter- 
pretation, advocated by Jerome and Bull, does 


non, quod volebat, faciebat bonum: sed malum, quod oderat, 
hoc agebat. | 

Lex quippe ista peccati, que in membris est corporis mortis 
hujus, et remissa est regeneratione spiritali, et manet in carne 
mortali: remissa scilicet, quia reatus solutus est sacramento quo 
renascuntur fideles; manet autem, quia operatur desideria, 
contra quz dimicant et fideles. Hoc est omnino, quod fundi- 
tus subruit heresim vestram. Quod usque adeo videtis et 
timetis, ut non aliter ex his apostolicis vocibus exire conemini, 
nisi, quanta potestis contentione, asseveretis: non illic IPS1US 
APOSTOLI accipiendam esse personam; sed, adhuc sub lege 
nondum sub gratia positi, CUJUSPIAM JUDI, contra quem suze 
malz conversationis consuetudo pugnaret. 

Sed tamen non, propter vim consuetudinis, appellabat carnem 
SUAM corpus mortis Apostolus: sed, propter quod rectissimé 
intellexit Ambrosius, quia omnes sub peccato nascimur, et ipse 
ortus in vitio est, hujus vitii reatum jam sibi in baptismate 
fuisse dimissum dubitare non poterat ; sed, contra ejus inquietu- 
dinem pugnans primum ab eo vinci subjugarique metuebat, 
deinde, licet invicté non diu pugnare, sed hostem non habere, 
malebat, quando dicebat : Miser ego homo, quis me liberabit de 
corpore mortis hujus? Gratia Det, per Jesum Christum Do- 
minum nostrum: sciens, ejus gratia nos sanari ab isto concu- 
piscentiali motu; qui nos ab ejus originali reatu, spiritali 
regeneratione, sanavit. 

Denique dicit et victoriosissimus Cyprianus in epistola de 
Oratione Dominica.—Cum corpus e terra et spiritum posst- 
deamus e colo, ipsi terra et coelum sumus: et in utroque; id est, 
in corpore et spiritu, ut Dei voluntas fiat, oramus. Est enim 
inter carnem et spiritum colluctatio, et, discordantibus adversus 
se invicem, quotidiana congressio, ut non ea que volumus rpst 
faciamus, dum spiritus celestia et divina querit, caro terrena et 
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not prove a man to be a Pelagian: but no one, I 
suppose, who symbolises with Mr. Knox and the 


Church of Rome in their view of the Doctrine of 
Justification, will ever incline to patronise the 


secularia concupiscit. Et ideo petimus, inter duo ista, ope et 
auxilio Dei, concordiam fiert: ut, dum et in sparitu et in carne 
voluntas Dei geratur, que per ipsum renata est anima servetur. 
Quod, aperté atque manifesté, Apostolus Paulus, sua voce, de- 
clarat: Caro, inquit, concupiscit adversus spiritum ; et spiritus, 
adversus carnem: hec enim invicem adversantur sibi ; ut non ea, 
que vultis, illa faciatis. Galat. v. 17. 

Ecce non, secundum vos, QUICUNQUE JUDMUS; sed, secun- 
dum beatissimum Ambrosium, DE SEIPSO PAULUS APOSTOLUS ; 
dicit: Video aliam legem in membris meis repugnantem legit 
mentis mee, et captivantem me in lege peccati. WRursus, in 
eodem opere, alio loco, doctor idem: IJmpugnatur, inquit, 
Paulus; et videt legem carnis sue, repugnantem legz mentis 
su@, et captivantem se in lege peccati; nec de conscientia sua 
presumit, sed per Christi gratiam confidit se a mortis corpore 
liberandum: et tu quenquam opinaris scientem non posse pec- 
care. Paulus dicit: Non enim, quod volo, facio bonum ; sed, 
quod nolo, malum hoc ago: et tu arbitraris, homini prodesse 
scientiam, que delicti augeat invidiam. Ambros. de Paradis. 
C.-a)i: 

Quantalibet feraris animi obstinatione, Juliane: quantalibet 
adversus nos pervicacia pro pelagiano errore consistas: tanta, 
per beatum Ambrosium, circumvallatis (qu. circumvallaris ?) 
rerum evidentia; tanta verborum ejus manifestatione contun- 
deris; ut profecto, si nulla te ratio, cogitatio, consideratio, 
religionis, pietatis, humanitatis, atque in teipso advertende 
veritatis a pertinaci intentione revocaverit, ostendas quantum in 
malis humanis valeat, eo quenquam fuisse progressum ubi 
manere non libeat, unde jam redire pudeat. August. cont. 
Julian. Pelagian. lib. ii. c. 3, 5. Oper. vol. vii. p. 386, 338. 


280 THE PRIMITIVE DOCTRINE [ CHAP. VIII. 


exposition of Hilary and Gregory and Ambrose 
and Augustine. 

The reason is obvious. If St. Paul, when ad- 
dressing the Romans in the contested passage, 
spoke in his own person, he gives so very unpro- 
mising a delineation of the merits of Infused 
Inherent Righteousness, even as existing under 
its most improved form in the regenerated soul of 
the devoted Apostle, that it were a grievous strain 
upon modesty to assert, that even that apostolic 
measure was sufficient to procure a man’s Justi- 
fication. 

(2.) As I adopt the view of the passage taken 
by Augustine and his three associates, [ am 
bound, on the other side, fairly to notice the 
argument, which Bishop Bull brings from the 
strong language of St. Paul: We know, that the 
Law is spiritual ; but I am carnal, sold under sin. 

From this language of the Apostle, it is argued 
in manner following. 

The terms Carnal and Spiritual stand directly 
opposed to each other: the one describing the 
condition of the unregenerate; the other exhibi- 
ting the condition of the regenerate. Conse- 
quently, when the speaker describes himself as 
being carnal and (like Ahab) sold under sin: he 
must needs be an unregenerate person; and, 
therefore, cannot be the. regenerated and sanc- 
tified Apostle. Whence, of course, the result will 
be: that St. Paul speaks not mm his own person, 
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but in that of one who as yet is unregenerated 
and unconverted *. 

If this argument be solid, it will apply with 
exactly equal force to the parallel passage in the 
Epistle to the Galatians. For there, undeniedly 
and undeniably in the case of the regenerated 
and converted, the Apostle says: The FLESH 
lusteth against the spirit; and the spirit, against 
the FLESH: and these are contrary, the one to 
the other ; so that ye cannot do the things that ye 
would +. 

Now it will scarcely, I suppose, be denied: 
that, so far as a man iS MORALLY UNABLE TO DO 
THE GOOD THINGS THAT HE WOULD, just so far he 
iS SOLD UNDER SIN; and that, so far as a man is 
influenced and overborne by the FLEsu, just so far 
he is carnaAL. Nevertheless, it can be as little 
denied : that, so far as man iS ENABLED BY GRACE 
to do the good things that he would, just so far he 
is not sold under sin; and that so far as a man Is 
influenced and led on by the spirit, just so far 
he is sprrituau. If, then, the circumstance of a 
regenerated believer’s being in so far forth aBLE 
and sprRITUAL does not prevent him from being 


* Bull. Harmon. Apostolic. Dissert. ii. c. 9. § 10, 11. 

+ I mean not to speak of the Galatians, asa perfect Church: 
but still, whatever individual exceptions there might be, we 
cannot doubt, that, collectively, they were a body of sincere 
converts, though they might for a season have erred on the par- 
ticular point of Justification. Here, I am quite satisfied, that 
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under another aspect unaBLE and CARNAL also: 
I do not quite perceive the conclusiveness of Bp. 
Bull’s argument *. 

It may be objected: that, Although, in the 
Epistle to the Galatians, a spiritual man is said to 
be unable to do the things that he would, a spiri- 
tual man, nevertheless, is mot there distinctly pro- 
nounced to be carnal: for the Apostle only states ; 
that The flesh wustetuH against the spirit; and the 
spirit, against the flesh. 

Be it so: for I would fairly consider every ob- 
jection, however trifling or perhaps somewhat 
quibbling in itself. 

The argument of Bishop Bull plainly proceeds 
upon the ground: that, Carnal and Spiritual being 
contradistinctive terms, a spiritual man can never 
be styled carnal. 

Certainly, if this ground could be sustained, the 
argument might not unfairly claim the victory. 
But such is not the case. Being sincere converts, 
and having honestly received the Gospel of salva- 


Mr. Knox has erred: but God forbid, that I should therefore 
refuse to him the name and character of a sincere convert. In 
his case, and in that of the Galatians, there is, I think, a very 
considerable degree of resemblance, Both erred: but both, I 
believe, honestly erred. 

* The scriptural reader will doubtless recollect: that the 
same Apostle, who said, to converted believers, Ye cannot do 
the things that ye would; said also, respecting himself who 
assuredly was a converted believer, I can do all things through 
Christ which strengtheneth me. 
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tion, the Corinthians were doubtless spiritual : 
and, accordingly, as such, St. Paul himself de- 
scribes them, as men sanctified in Christ and called 
to be saints *. Yet this very same St. Paul, sanc- 
tified in Christ as they were, scruples not to 
denominate them CARNAL. 

L, brethren, could not speak unto you, as unto 
SPIRITUAL, but as unto CARNAL.—Lor ye are yet 
CARNAL: for, whereas there 1s among you envy- 
ng and strife and divisions, are ye not CARNAL 
and walk as men? For, while one saith, I am of 
Paul; and another, I am of Apollos: are ye not 
CARNAL {. | 

The simple truth is: that, as the Inherent 
Righteousness, infused into us by the good Spirit 
of God for the purpose of our Sanctification, is 
never perfect, inasmuch as it is largely inter- 
mingled with still remaining evil; so those, who 
are SPIRITUAL under one aspect, may yet, and 
indeed actually are, styled carNAL, under another 


aspect f. 


* 1 Corinth. 1. 2. + 1 Corinth. iii. 1, 3, 4. 

t I may observe, that Bernard, even in the twelfth century, 
retains the exposition of Ambrose and Augustine; which, in 
Rom. vii. 7—25, supposes the Apostle to speak in his own 
person, and not in the person of an unconverted Jew. 

Siquidem alio in loco ait idem Apostolus. Scio; inquit, 
quod non est in me bonum, hoc est, in carne mea. Et alibi: 
Infelix ego homo, quis me liberabit de corpore mortis hujus : 
Sciebat nimirum, non prius liberandum se esse a pessima illa 
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4. And, now, what is the result of this discus- 
sion? Clearly, it is this. 


radice quz carni infixa est, a lege peccati que est in membris 
nostris, donec et ab ipso corpore solveretur: unde et cupiebat 
dissolvi et cum Christo esse; sciens, quod peccatum, separans 
inter nos et Deum, penitus auferri non poterit, donec liberemur 
a corpore. Bernard. de Advent. Domin. serm. vi. Oper. 
col. 13. 

Fateor, non sum bonus, quia non est in me bonum. Conso- 
labor me tamen, quia et sanctorum vox istaest. Sczo, quia 
non est in me bonum, inquit. Discernit tamen, quod dicit: in 
se, in carne sua, interpretans, propter contradictoriam legem 
que in eaest. Nam habet legem, et in mente: eaque melior. 
An non lex Dei bona? Quod si malus, propter legem malam : 
quomodo non, propter bonam, bonus? An mala sua est, que 
est in carne sua: et, ideo, de mala malus, et minimé bonus de 
bona? Nonest ita. Lex Dei ejus in mente ipsius: atque ita 
in mente, ut sit et mentis. Testis est ipse, qui ait: Invenio 
aliam legem in membris meis, repugnantem legi mentis mee. 
Nunquid suum, quod carnis suz est: et non suum, quod mentis 
suz est? Ego dico, et plus. Quidni dicam, quod idem ipse 
magister dicit? Nam mente quidem serviens legi Dei, carne 
autem legi peccati, quid magis suum fateatur, evidenter osten- 
dit, cum malum, quod in carne est, ita a se alienum censet, ut 
dicat : Itaque jam non ego operor illud, sed quod habitat in me 
peccatum. Et ideo fortassis signanter aliam dixerit legem 
inventam in membris suis, quod alienam hanc et quasi adven- 
titiam reputaret. Unde et adhue ego aliquid audeo amplius, 
haud temeré quidem, Paulum, videlicet, non jam malum prop- 
ter malum quod in carne habet, magis autem bonum propter 
bonum quod in mente habet. Bernard. super Cantic. serm. 
Ixxxi. Oper. col. 815. 

Hoc est, quod, in se mirabiliter ingemiscens, plangit, et ait : 
Infelix ego homo, quis me liberabit de corpore mortis hujus ? 
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Unless a holy and just and perfect God can be 
satisfied with a mixture of holiness and unholi- 


Non conqueritur de corpore tantum, sed de corpore mortis 
hujus: hoc est, ejus que adhuc durat corruptionis: monstrans, 
non corpus, sed corporis molestias, esse causam peregrinationis. 
Bernard. de Diligendo Deo. c. xxvii. Oper. col. 942. 

Bernard, as we have seen, harmoniously with this his view of 
the Apostle’s language, neither did nor could dream of such a 
contradiction, as to suppose, that a human being, thus internally 
characterised, thus confessedly a compound of evil largely 
intermingled with good, might yet be justified, before a God of 
purity and perfection, by his own Infused and Inherent Righ- 
teousness. 

It is not unworthy of observation, that Augustine confesses 
himself to have once understood, or rather (as he phrases it) to 
have once misunderstood this celebrated passage, to speak the 
inward mental workings, not of the converted Apostle, but of a 
personated individual still unconverted: and he ascribes the 
change in his view of it, partly to his own more accurate exa- 
mination, and partly to the high authority of his predecessors, 
Hilary, Gregory, Ambrose, and other holy and well known 
doctors of the Church. 

Non ego solus aut primus sic istum locum intellexi, quo ever- 
titur heresis vestra, quemadmodum vere intelligendus est: imo 
vero ego prius eum aliter intellexeram, vel potius non intel- 
lexeram, quod mea quedam illius temporis etiam scripta tes- 
tantur. Non mihi enim videbatur Apostolus, et de seipso dicere 
potuisse: Ego autem carnalis sum.—Ego enim putabam, dici 
ista non posse, nisi de iis, quos ita haberet carnis concupiscentia 
subjugatos, ut facerent quicquid illa compelleret.—Sed, postea, 
melioribus et intelligentioribus cessi, vel potius ipsi (quod faten- 
dum est) veritati, ut viderem in illis Apostoli vocibus gemitum 
esse sanctorum, contra carnales concupiscentias dimicantium.— 
Hine factum est, ut sic ista intelligerem, quemadmodum intel- 
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ness, of righteousness and unrighteousness, marked 
by imperfection running through the whole of it: 
it is, in the very nature of things, ImpossIBLE; 
that a man, in this present state of existence, can 
ever be justified, as respects the Ground of his 
Acceptance with God, either by any Infusion into 
him of Inherent Righteousness, or by any Good 
Works associated with Faith in the office of Jus- 
tification. Before a holy and just and perfect 
God, he must be justified by that which is holy 
and just and perfect. Now this is an accurate 
description of the Righteousness of Christ, the 
full benefits of which are communicated to us by 
an imputation of Faith instead of Righteousness 
on our part: but it is a palpably inaccurate de- 
scription, either of any Good Works conjoined with 
Faith, or of any Infused Inherent Righteousness, 
which we may perform or possess in this world. 
In short, the Justification of the unjust, in the 
presence of a perfectly just God, is that christian 
paradox, which can be solved only after the man- 
ner propounded by the great Apostle. God hath 
set forth Christ to be a propitiation through Eaith 
in his blood, to declare his Righteousness for the 


lexit Hilarius, Gregorius, Ambrosius, et czteri Ecclesiz sancti 
notique doctores, qui et ipsum Apostolum adversus carnales 
concupiscentias, quas habere nolebat et tamen habebat, strenué 
conflixisse, eundemque conflictum suum illis suis verbis contes- 
tatum fuisse, senserunt. August. cont. Julian. lib. vi. c. 23. 
Oper. vol. vii. p.397. 


CHAP. VIII. | OF JUSTIFICATION. 287 


remission of sins that are past, through the forbear- 
ance of God; to declare, I say, at this time, his 
righteousness: that he might be gust, and the justi- 
Sjier of him which believeth in Jesus ; that he might 
be the justifier of the unjust, and yet forfeit not 
his own necessary character of perfect and immu- 
table justice *. 

III. But the System of Justification advocated 
by Mr. Knox and the Church of Rome, though 
here the same objection applies not to the Scheme 
of Bishop Bull, bears along with it yet another 
very serious inconvenience: it not only contra- 
dicts the deductions, which must inevitably be 
drawn from the language of Scripture ; but it like- 
wise crowns the whole by a contradiction of 
itself. 

1. That Man is not justified by works of any 
description done BEFORE Justification, is strongly 
asserted by the Roman Church: and she even 
smites with an anathema those heretics, who shall 
presume to dissent from that doctrine 7. 


* Rom. ii, 25, 26. 

+ By a gross perversion of this truth, the Romanists attempt 
to rid themselves of the strong and decisive testimony borne by 
St. Paul against their doctrine of an Increasing or Progressive 
Justification by the working of a man’s own Inherent Right- 
eousness. 

When we bring against them the Apostle’s deduction from his 
previous train of reasoning; Therefore we conclude, that.a man 
is justified by Faith without the works of the law (Rom. iii, 28): 


288 THE PRIMITIVE DOCTRINE [CHAP. VIII. 


Men were so fully the servants of sin, and were 
so entirely under the power of Satan and death, 


they reply; that this conclusion refers only to moral works 
done BEFORE Justification, not to moral works which sUCCEED 
Justification and which (in their system) constitute its very 
essence. 

Thus they seek to elude St. Paul’s conclusion : but then they 
do it, at the expence of stultifying his whole argument. With 
respect to that argument, as exhibiting its very drift and purpose 
and bearing, he tells us, at the close of it; that, By the law of 
Faith, all boasting is excluded: and, as a yet further explana- 
tion, he afterward adds; that To him, who worketh, the reward 
is reckoned, not of grace, but of debt. Rom, iii. 27. iv. 4. 
Now, if St. Paul be referring only to works done BEFORE Jus- 
tification, and if he means not to include works inherent in 
(as the Romanists contend) and following AFTER Justification : 
assuredly, we have then a law of Faith which does NoT exclude 
boasting ; because, though a man is precluded from boasting of 
one class of works, he is in no wise precluded from boasting of 
another class. Hence, evidently, the Apostle, when he pro- 
fessedly excludes boasting, must needs speak of works of every 
description and of all times whatsoever: for, otherwise, his 
argument is altogether lame and inconsecutive. 

The Romanists, on the contrary, tell us: that Works, inhe- 
rent in and attendant upon Justification, which are done in God, 
both satisfy the divine law in this life, and truly merit eternal 
happiness in the next life. 

Plené illis quidem operibus, que in Deo sunt facta, divine 
legi, pro hujus vite statu, satisfecisse; et vitam eternam, suo 
etiam tempore, si tamen in gratia decesserint, consequendam, 
veré promeruisse ; censeantur. Concil. Trident. sess. vi. c. 16. 
p. 54. & 

Here, then, let them disguise the matter as they may by 
eravely telling us that we ought to be humble because our own 
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that not only the Gentiles through the Law of 
nature, but even the Jews through the letter of 
the Law of Moses, could not thence arise or be 
liberated*. | 

The commencement of Justification, in adults, 
must be derived from the PREVENIENT grace of God 
through Jesus Christ: that is, from his vocation, 
by which men are called witHoutT any evisting 
merits of their own +. | 

We are said to be justified freely : because none of 
the things, which precnpe Justification, whether 
faith or Works, deserve the grace itself of Justi- 


fication t. 
Lf any shall say ; that Man, by his own Works, 


meritorious Inherent Righteousness is God’s Righteousness, we 
have ample room for boasting. But, defines the Apostle, all 
boasting of works is excluded by the law of Faith. Therefore, 
the Romanists do not propound the law of Faith in the sense, 
wherein it is propounded by St. Paul. : 

* Usque adeo servi erant peccati et sub potestate Diaboli ac 
mortis, ut non modo gentes per vim nature, sed ne Judai 
quidem per ipsam etiam litteram legis Moysi, inde liberari aut 
surgere possent. Concil, Trident. sess. vi. c. 1. p. 44. 

+ Declarat preterea, ipsius Justificationis exordium, in adul- 
tis a Dei per Christum Jesum preveniente gratia, sumendum 
esse; hoc est, ab ejus vocatione, qua nullis eorum existentibus 
meritis vocantur. Concil. Trident. sess. vi. c. 5. p. 45. 

t Gratis autem justificari ideo dicimur: ‘quia nihil eorum, 
que Justificationem prcedunt, sive fides sive opera, ipsam 
Justificationis gratiam promeretur. Concil. Trident. sess. vi. 
c. 8. p. 48. 


U 
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which have been done through the teaching either of 
Human Nature or of the Law, wirnovurt divine 
grace through Jesus Christ, can be justified before 
God: let him be anathema *. 

Tf any shall say ; that, Without the PREVENIENT 
inspiration and aid of the Holy Ghost, a man can 
either believe or hope or love or repent as he ought 
to do, in order that the grace of Justification may be 
conferred upon him: let him be anathema +. 

2. All this is very good: though the doctrine 
would not have been a whit the worse, had the 
superfluous and unargumentative curses been 
omitted. But now let us mark the flagrant self- 
contradiction. 

Man, we are rightly told, is justified by nothing 
which he can do BEFORE Justification. Yet, the 
Inherent Righteousness, infused into us by God, 
ws called Our Righteousness, because, THROUGH IT 
INHERENT IN US, we are justified f. 

Now, if we be justified THROUGH or BY our 
own Righteousness inherent in us; we are indis- 

* Si quis dixerit; Hominem, suis operibus, quz, vel per 
Humane Nature vel per Legis doctrinam, fiant, absque divina 
per Jesum Christum gratia, posse justificari coram Deo: ana- 
thema sit. Concil. Trident. sess. vi. can. 1. p. 55. 

+ Si quis dixerit; Sine preeveniente Spiritds Sancti inspira- 
tione atque ejus adjutorio, hominem, credere, sperare, diligere, 
aut peenitere, posse sicut oportet, ut ei Justificationis gratia 
conferatur: anathema sit. Concil. Trident. sess. vi. can. 3. p. 55. 


t Justitia nostra dicitur ; quia, per eam nobis inherentem, 
justificamur., Concil. Trident. sess, vi. c. 16. p. 54. 
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putably justified by something, which we possess 
and perform BEFORE our Justification. The ope- 
rative cause must inevitably precrpr the thing 
caused : for the catise must alway co BEFORE the 
effect. But our own Inherent Righteousness is 
explicitly defined to be the opERATIVE CAUSE of 
our Justification: it is called Our Righteousness, 
say the infallible Tridentine Doctors, because, 
through it inherent in us, we are justified. 'There- 
fore, according to the decision of the Church of 
Rome, we are justified by certain qualities and 
works of our own, infused indeed into us of God, 
but nevertheless very truly pronounced to be our 
own, which, by the precise terms of the proposi- 
tion itself, pREcEDE Justification *. 


* To this, as my friend suggests, a Tridentine would pro- 
bably say, that he views a man’s own Inherent Righteousness, 
not as the operative cause, but only as the interposed medium, 
of his Justification ; and it must be admitted, that this same 
Inherent Righteousness is not enumerated among the five causes 
of Justification, final, efficient, meritorious, instrumental, and 
formal, as specified by the Fathers of the Council. See Con- 
cil. Trident. sess, vi. c. 7. p. 47. 

But, though the operative cause is omitted in the tale of 
causes, it is not the less a cause merely on the ground that it 
ought rather to be styled an interposed medium. For where, in 
the matter of a man’s being justified through his own Inherent 
Righteousness, is the difference between an interposed medium 
and an operative cause? If one man draws another man out 
of a river through the interposed medium of a rope, the rope, I 
suppose, must not the less be viewed as the operative cause 
of his being drawn out, merely because we may choose rather 


U. 2 
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_ Here, I submit, the Roman Church not only 
contradicts herself, but actually incurs her own 
anathema. Let us charitably hope, that, lke 
most of her other anathemas, it may, in her case, 
prove a mere brutum fulmen. But still there is a 
great unseemliness in the thing, whatever may 
be its exact consequences. At all events, that 
passage, in the papally authorised vulgate transla- 
tion of the Psalms, is forcibly brought to our 
recollection. is delight was in cursing ; and tt 


shall happen unto him: he loved not blessing ; 


therefore shall it be far from him. He clothed 
himself with cursing, like as with a raiment: and 
at entered into his bowels like water, and like oil 
into his bones *. 


to call it the interposed medium: and it is quite clear, that the 
throwing out of the rope must precede the traction of the 
drowning man, even as, in the Doctrinal System of Trent, the 
infusion of Inherent Righteousness must precede an originally 
unrighteous man’s Justification. 

Thus, as I have stated in the text, our Tridentines teach us, 
on the one hand, that Man is not justified by works of any 
description done before Justification: but then they assure us, 
on the other hand, that We are justified through our own Right- 
eousness inherent in us. 

Now, unless our own Inherent Righteousness be denied to 
be a good work or rather (in truth) a whole combination and 
habit of good works, the Tridentines, in defiance of their own 
decisions, assert, that We are justified through our own good 
works which precede our Justification. 

This is the contradiction, with which I charge them. 

* Dilexit maledictionem; et veniet ei: et noluit benedic- 
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I do not recollect, that Mr. Knox specifically 
denies the doctrine of Justification by works done 
BEFORE Justification ; as the Church of Rome 
(would that the praise could equally extend to all 
her definitions!) does, very justly, and very scrip- 
turally. Hence, so far at least as I can speak, 
he may, individually, escape that charge of self- 
contradiction, which I have ventured to bring 
against the Tridentine Fathers. But, still, his 
avowed Scheme of Justification, being identical 
with that of the Roman Church, equally produces 
the result: that Man is justified by what he pos- 
sesses ANTERIOR to his Justification. 

What I am impressed with, says he, is: that 
Our being reckoned righteous before God always 
and essentially implies a substance of Righteousness 
PREVIOUSLY implanted in us: and that Our Repu- 
tative Justification is the strict and inseparable 
RESULT of this previous efficient Moral Justi- 
Jication. I mean: that The reckoning us right- 
eous indispensably PRESUPPOSES an inward re- 
ality of Righteousness, ON WHICH this reckoning ts 
founded *, 

And now, from what has been urged, it may 
well be doubted: whether a System, circum- 
stanced as the System of Mr. Knox and the 


tionem ; et elongabitur ab eo. Et induit maledictionem, sicut 
vestimentum : et intravit sicut aqua in interiora ejus, et sicut 
oleum in ossibus ejus. Psalm cix. 17.  Wulgate Latin. 

* Treatise on Justific. Rem, vol. i. p. 306. 
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Church of Rome is circumstanced, can indeed be 
the System? propounded in Scripture. I am pre- 
pared to believe any doctrine out of the Bible, 
when by competent evidence established to be 
indeed a biblical doctrine: but I cannot admit a 
doctrine, which contradicts alike, both historical 
testimony, and scriptural deduction, and pay 
even its own actual self. 

3. Should it be said, by the favourers of the 
Romish System; that Zhe same objection of self- 
contradictoriness may be made to the Doctrinal 
System of the Reformed Churches, because they 
teach, that a man is justified through faith, and 
therefore that he is equally justified through a work 
of his own which precevses Justification: the 
reply is obvious and easy. 

The Reformed Churches teach not: that Zan 
is justified through Faith, as a work meritorious ; 
or even that He ts justified at all, ON ACCOUNT OF 
Faith. For, as the Church of England most 
soundly and excellently defines: Zhe true under- 
standing of this doctrine, We be justified freely by 
Faith without works, or We be justified by Faith 
in Christ only, is not ; that This our own act to 
believe in Christ, ov This our Faith in Christ 
which is within us, doth justify us and deserve our 
Justification unto us (for that were to count our- 
selves to be justified by some act or virtue that is 
within ourselves): but the true understanding and 
meaning thereof is ; that, Although we hear God’s 
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word and believe it ; although we have Faith, hope, 
charity, repentance, dread and fear of God, within 
us; and do never so many works thereunto: yet 
we must renounce the merit of all our said virtues, 
of Faith, hope, charity, repentance, dread, and all 
other virtues and good deeds, which we either have 
done, shall do, or can do, as things that be far too 
weak and insufficient and imperfect to deserve re- 
mission of our sins and our Justification; and, 
therefore, we must trust only in God’s mercy and 
that sacrifice, which our High-Priest and Saviour 
Christ Jesus, the Son of God, once offered for us 
upon the cross *. | 

Thus, then, as the Reformed Churches teach 
not; that Man is justified through Faith, viewed 
in the light of a Work Meritorious : so, what they 
really teach, is nothing more than this; that Jan 
is justified through Faith, viewed merely in the 
light of an OPERATIVE CAUSE Or @ MEAN or an 
INSTRUMENT, whereby, as by a@ HAND, the offercd 
Perfect Righteousness of Christ is accepted and 
apprehended and appropriated . 

The English Church, in her eleventh Article, 
well and briefly expresses the idea. 

Man is justified tHRouGH Faith, not oN ac- 
count oF Laith. 

He is justified trHroucH Faith, instrumentally 

* Homil. of Salvat. in Homilies, book i. p. 22. 


+ For the consentient Doctrine of the Reformed Churches, 
see above, chap. viii. § IL. note. 
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or mediately indeed: but, meritoriously or effec- 
tively, he is justified on account oF nothing, save 
the Alone Perfect Righteousness of our Lord and 
Saviour Jesus Christ *. 

Faith, in short, unlike the Inherent Righteous- 
ness advocated as our Justification by Mr. Knox 
and the Church of Rome, no more ztself justifies 
a man, than the abstract act of swallowing ztself 
nourishes a man. What justifies, is the Perfect 
Righteousness of Christ appropriated, not the 
faith which appropriates: what nourishes, is not 
the abstract act of swallowing, but the food which 
is swallowed by the act. 


* See below, Append. numb. VII. 


CHAPTER IX. 
THE HARMONY OF ST. JAMES AND ST. PAUL. 


Herz, no doubt, will be objected, the explicit 
declaration of St. James, and the necessity of 
harmonising his language with that of St. Paul. 

St. James says: that A man is justified from 
Works, and not from faith only *. 

St. Paul says: that A man is justified by Faith 
without the Works of the Law t+. 

Now, it will be urged, when these two declara- 
tions are properly harmonised, so far from im- 
pugning, either the judgment of Mr. Knox and 
the Roman Church that We are justified by an 
infused Habit of Inherent Righteousness, or the 
judgment of Bishop Bull that We are justified by 
faith viewed complexrly as a single congeries com- 
bined out of Operative Belief and the Works of 
Operative Behef: they will actually confirm and 


* James ii. 24. + Rom. iii, 28. 
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establish the System, which declares Good Works, 
wrought by Faith or springing out of an infused 
Habit of Inherent Righteousness, to be the effi- 
cient cause of our Justification ; and, thence, will 
altogether subvert the System which the Angli- 
can Church has so distinctly propounded in her 
Articles and Homilies. 

What, then, is the proper mode of harmonising 
the two Apostles ? 

St. Paul, it will be replied, speaks, even in set 
terms, not of Works in general, but solely of the 
Works of the Law*. St. James, equally in set 
terms, speaks, not of Works of the Law, but of 
Works which are the produce of a legitimate Chris- 
tian Faith +. The result, therefore, of the com- 
bined language of the two Apostles, is plainly 
this. We are justified, not by the works of the 
Mosaic Law, but by Faith. Yet since Faith ts no 
real Faith unless complexly it involve and produce 
Works : we thence are justified by the Works which 
real Haith involves in its ideality and produces in 
its developement, though we are not justified by the 
Works of the Mosaic Law which are antecedent to 
and not produced by Faith. This, however, with 
some shades of verbal difference, Mr. Knox and 
the Romanists employing the phrase Infused In- 
herent Righteousness while Bishop Bull prefers 
the phrase Formed Faith or Complex Faith or 


* Rom. iii. 28, + James il. 17. 
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Universal Obedience expressed by the name of 
Faith, is the precise System of Bishop Bull and 
Mr. Knox and the Romanists. Therefore, on the 
combined and harmonising authority of St. Paul 
and St. James, that System must be adopted. 

I readily allow, that here, in the abstract, a 
very respectable case is made out: but, if we 
theologise in accordance with it, I do not per- 
ceive, how it is possible any longer to vindicate 
the eleventh Article of the English Church and 
the Homily of Justification there referred to as 
more largely explanatory. To avoid, therefore, 
so serious an evil as the impossibility of such 
vindication, it will be necessary to inquire, both 
negatively and positively, into the true mode of 
harmonising St. Paul and St. James. 

I. In the negative view of the question, the 
Scheme of Harmonising, which I have briefly 
stated above, seems to me to labour under appa- 
rently insurmountable difficulties. 

1. With respect to its basis, that Scheme 
evidently rests upon the position: that Works, 
performed by Faith, can and do justify; while, 
conversely, Works, not performed by Faith, neither 
do nor can justify. 

This position is undeniably the basis of the 
Scheme. Let us now see how it is used in regard 
to the superstructure. 

It is used thus. 

Works under the Gospel, as springing from 
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Faith, can and do justify: but Works, under the 
Mosaie Law, as not springing from Faith, neither 
do nor can justify. 

Now, if this be a legitimate superstructure upon 
a sound basis, it will inevitably bring out the 
result; that Works, done under the Mosaic Law, 
did not spring from Faith: and the consequence 
will be; that No person, who lived under the 
Mosaic Law, could have been justified. 

Here it will at once be answered: We mean not 
to say, that no person could be justified anterior to 
the times of the Gospel, for St. Paul himself adduces 
the two cases of Abraham and David; but we only 
mean to say, that the character of Justifying Works 
must be that they spring out from Faith. 

Be it so: but will any one pretend to say, that 
the Works of holy and grace-partaking men, ante- 
rior to the Gospel ; of Abraham, for instance, and 
of David, and of Isaiah, and of Josiah : did not 
spring out from Faith ? . 

Let us suppose, however that such an assertion 
should be adventured. In that case, take what 
part of the alternative we please, we shall pre- 
sently see into what a dilemma we are brought. 

If the Works of those individuals were not per- 
formed from Faith: then they were not holy men; 
nor can they be viewed, as having received the 
grace of God and the inspiration of his Spirit. 

If, on the other hand, the Works of those indi- 
viduals, as indeed both St. Paul and St. James 
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expressly testify of Abraham, were performed from 
Faith: then, by the very terms of the present 
Scheme of Harmony, there is no conceivable rea- 
son, why a man should not be justified by Works 
performed from the principle of Faith under the 
Law, as well as by Works performed from the 
same principle of Faith under the Gospel; for, 
according to such an hypothesis, the rimzs merely, 
and not the princrPLe, would be different. 

Thus, I think, the very groundwork of the pre- 
sent Scheme is plainly unsound and untenable. 

It proceeds on the allegation: that St. Paul 
speaks exclusively of Works done under the Mosaic 
Law, which he shuts out from the office of justify- 
ing ; while St. James speaks exclusively of Works 
done from Faith under the Gospel, which he admits 
to the office of justifying. 

But, if, as the Scheme maintains, the rFouNDA- 
TION of this difference be, that the one set of 
Works is done from Faith, and that the other set 
of Works is not done from Faith: I see not, con- 
sistently with the thus understood language of the 
Apostles, how any worthy under the Law, or in- 
deed any worthy before the times of the Gospel, 
could have been justified, and thence consecu- 
tively could have been saved. For, by the avowed 
principle of the Scheme, Works, done under the 
Law, were not done from Faith. Therefore, on 
the one hand, the worthies under the Law could 
not be justified by their Works; because their 
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Works did not spring from Faith: nor yet, on 
the other hand, could they be justified by Faith ; 
because, by the very enunciation of the proposi- 
tion, Faith they had none. 

2. So again: the Scheme rests, yet addition- 
ally, upon the assertion: that St. Paul, when he 
shuts out Works from the office of justifying, 
speaks, not of Works in general, but only of Works 
done under the Mosaic Law in particular. 

But can this assertion, in the sense wherein it 
is made, be substantiated consistently with the 
express tenor of St. Paul’s argument ? 

The Apostle’s argument is the following. 

Where is boasting, then? It is excluded. By 
what Law? Of Works? Nay, but by the Law 
of Faith. Therefore we conclude: that A man is 
justified by Faith without the Works of the Law *. 

He repeats it again in a somewhat_ varied 
form. 

Now, to him that worketh, is the reward reckoned, 
not of grace, but of debt. But, to him that worketh 
not but believeth on him that justifieth the ungodly, 
his faith ts imputed for righteousness T. 

He gives it, yet a third time, in a still more 
pointed manner. 

There is a remnant according to the election of 
Grace: and, if by Grace, then tt is no more of 
Works ; otherwise, Grace is no more Grace: but, 


* Rom. iii. 27, 28. + Rom. iv. 4, 4. 


CHAP. IX. | OF JUSTIFICATION. 303 


if of Works, then it 1s no more Grace; otherwise, 
Work is no more Work *. 

Now, most plainly, such an argument, as this, 
is: an argument of a general nature, applying 
equally to atu Works; not an argument of a par- 
ticular nature only, applying but to some Works. 
By its very principle of reasoning, it goes to 
prove: not that Works of a@ PARTICULAR descrip- 
tion alone are incapable of justifying ; but that 
Works of no description whatever can procure our 
Justification. For that principle avowedly is: 
that, [f we assert a man to be justified by Works, 
whom nevertheless we allow to be justified by Grace 
through LHaith, we assert a direct contradiction ; 
because the two propositions stand, immediately, and 
inherently in their very nature, opposed to each 
other. 

Hence, what St. Paul denominates the Works of 
the Law, must not be confined to the Works of the 
mere Mosaic Law, whether moral or ceremonial : 
but, according to the whole tenor of his anterior 
reasoning by which he proved both Jews and 
Gentiles to be alike under sin}, the Works of the 
Law must import the Works of God’s Universal 
Moral Law, originally delivered to all mankind, 
afterward declared to the Israelites by the Law of 
Moses, and traditionally received by the Gentiles 
under the aspect of the law of nature, when, not 


* Rom. xi. 5, 6. + Rom. iii. 9. 
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having the written law, they were a law unto 
themselves *. 

Thus, so far as IT can perceive, the logical 
necessity of St. Paul’s generalising argument is 
fatal to that Scheme of Harmony, which, in itself, 
might give a specious colour to the System of 
Justification by Works which spring out of Faith 
or which are the outward development of an In- 
fused Habit of Inherent Righteousness. But, if 
the basis be unsound, the superstructure cannot, 
I suppose, be secure. 

I may add yet another matter, deduced from 
the very phraseology of St. Paul himself. 

When the Apostle says, The Works of the Law, 
it is boldly asserted: that He must mean the Law 
of Moses nxcLusiveELy. But what is the Law, 
of which, according to his own definition of it, 
St. Paul really speaks. In the strictly immediate 
context, he calls it, not Zhe Law of Moses spe- 
cifically, but Zhe Law of Works generally: and 
this Law of Works, so denominated generally, he 
directly contradistinguishes from Zhe Law of 
Faith. 

Where is boasting then? It is excluded. By 
what law? By tHE Law oF works? Nay: but 
by tHE Law or Falta. Therefore we conclude : 
that A man is justified by raitH without the Works 
of THE LAW f. 


* See the whole of Rom. i, ii. + Rom. iii. 27, 28. 
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Now, when such is the immediate context, and 
when the scope of the Apostle’s argument avow- 
edly takes in the Gentiles as well as the Jews, 
can we doubt fora moment: that, by the Works 
of THE LAW, he means the Works of the immedi- 
ately before mentioned Law or works; and that, 
by THE LAW oF works which condemned the 
Gentile no less than the Jew, he means, not ex- 
clusively the Law of Moses, but generally the 
Universal Moral Law of God, whether written in 
the Pentateuch, or traditionally acknowledged by 
the Gentiles, or acted upon by Christians when 
their Faith produces an abundant harvest of 
dutiful though not justifying good Works. 

If this be the true sense of the phrase, the 
present Scheme of Harmonising cannot stand for 
a single moment *. 


* In thus understanding, what St. Paul denominates the Law 
of Works, to mean the Universal Moral Law of God, viewed 
in its two branches of the Written Moral Law addressed to the 
Jews and the Unwritten Moral Law binding upon the Gentiles, 
I follow the great Chrysostom, who plainly saw the absolute 
necessity of such an estimate to the argument whereby the 
Apostle proves both Jews and Gentiles to be alike under sin. 

Karnyépycey “EAAjvov, Karyydpycey “Tovdalwy* aKodovboy ny 
cimely thy Sixasootyyny rowmey Thy Dice THs wictews. Ei yap mwyre 4 
Ts picews OynTe yoos, pyte & ypamtos émolnce tt Troy, GAN 
cipotepos Todo odK eis dedy adrols xpnoapévous éRapjoayv, Kat 
pelCovos ederbay Kodacens ovtas aklovs' dvayxala Rommoy 4 Oe TH¢ 
xdpitos cwrypia. Chrysost. Homil. vil. in Epist. ad Rom. 
Oper. vol. ill. p. 44. 

Chrysostom here states the argument of St. Paul with the 

xX 
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II. Still it will be said, and with great truth it 
will be said: that, Whatever System of Justifica- 
tion be adopted, the apparently jarring statements 
of the two Apostles must be harmonised ; and, fur- 
thermore, that They must be harmonised in such 
sort, as to support the System which may finally 
be preferred. In other words (for that, I appre- 
hend, must be confessed): Zhe System must be 
built upon the well-established Harmony. 

Let us, then, now see, positively: Whether a 
Harmony cannot be devised, which will demand, 
instead of prohibiting, the System of Justification, 
laid down, with such beautiful clearness and pre- 
cision, in the Articles and Homilies of the Church 
of England. 

1. The two Apostles each use the self-same 
terms: Justify, and Faith, and Works. 

Verbally, then, the Justify and the Faith and 
the Works of St. Paul are identical with the 
Justify and the Faith and the Works of St. 
James. 

Now, on all hands, it is allowed: that, if the 


utmost precision. But, if, as some contend, we are to confine 
the Law of Works to the Written Law of Moses, it is utterly 
impossible, as Chrysostom clearly perceived, to vindicate the 
Apostle’s argument from a charge of palpable inconsecutive- 
ness : for how can the Gentiles be proved to be under sin by 
their nonobservance of a Law, which was delivered exclusively 
to the Israelites, and of which they themselves were altogether 
ignorant ? 
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three terms be severally identical significantly as 
well as verbally, it is an utter impossibility to 
vindicate the two Apostles from the charge of a 
direct mutual contradiction. Hence it is felt: 
that some one or other of the three terms must be 
used by St. Paul in a sense different from that 
' wherein it is used by St. James. 

The term, selected by those who advocate the 
System of Justification by Works performed from 
Faith or from Infused Inherent Righteousness, is 
the term Works: and, in subordinate dependence, 
the term Faith also. But we have seen, that the 
selection of the term Works is altogether inad- 
missible. Consequently, if this term be dis- 
missed, the dependent term Faith must be dis- 
missed also. 

If, then, the term Works and the term Faith 
be dismissed, nothing remains but the term Jus- 
tify : and, accordingly, we here find a term, which 
is avowedly used by the two Apostles in two en- 
tirely different senses. 

When St. Paul uses the term Justify, he uses 
it to express Justification BEFORE Gop: when St. 
James uses the same term, he uses it to express 
Justification BEFORE MAN. 

From the Works of the Law, says St. Paul, no 
flesh shall be justified BpFoRE Gop*. 


/ ~ ~ 
* CEE ipyov vénov od SuiKawOnoera: maou cep evinsy adbtod. 
Rom. tii. 20. 


b ohe 
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Shew mE thy Faith without thy Works, says St. 
James: and I will shew turn my Faith from my 
Works.—Ye sxx, then, that from Works a man is 
justified, and not from Faith only*. 

2. The whole matter, I think, will now shine 
out with most abundant clearness, 

From the office of Justification BErorE Gop, 
St. Paul shuts out atu Works of the Universal 
Moral Law, whether that Law appears in the 
form of the written Law of Moses or in the form 
of the traditional unwritten Law of the Gentiles 
or in the form of the Law of duty enjoined upon 
Christians : atu works, I say, of whatever sub- 
ordinate description they may be, and at whatever 
time they may be performed. for, as we have 
seen, his generalising argument, by its very quality 
and tenor, inevitably goes to shut out atu Works 
from the office of justifying : because, if a man be 
justified by any Work, his Justification would not 
be by Grace, neither would all possibility of boast- 
ing be excluded. 

But this, in no wise, contradicts the statement of 
St. James: for St. James speaks of Justification 
BEFORE MAN. Here, the matter assumes a new 
and entirely different aspect. God knoweth the 
heart: therefore he knew infallibly, that the Faith 
of the penitent thief, had he been suffered to live, 


w \ ~ of : Ses , 
* Netkoy por Tyy wlotiy cov yXopic TAY Epyav cov, Key deibw cou 
~ od o/ > v v 
ex TOY epywy pou Thy mlotiv pov.—Opare, OTs eE epywy Sixasodras 


&yOpanos, Kal odK ex rhaTEws [AO VOY. Jacob. il. 18, 24. 
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would have produced Good Works: therefore he 
effectively declared him to be justified nEFoRE © 
Gop, by pronouncing him to be an assured denizen 
of Paradise. But man knoweth not the heart: 
therefore man, independently of the unerring tes- 
timony of Christ, could not have known, that the 
faith of the penitent thief, had he been suffered to 
live, would have produced Good Works: therefore 
man, independently of such testimony, could not 
have known that he was justified though he pro- 
fessed to have Faith; but must, in order to his 
rational satisfaction, have had the evidence of 
Works springing out from Faith. Such being the 
case, whenever divine testimony cannot be had 
(which, of course, is the ordinary condition of 
things), any given individual, who professes to have 
faith, is justified BerorE MaN, the Justification of 
which St. James tells us he is speaking, from his 
Works, and not from his Faith only or from a Faith 
which gives To Man no indication of its reality: 
for, if the individual in question shall say that he 
possesses a Faith through which he is justified 
BEFORE Gop, the obvious and necessary answer 
will always be; that, in order to his Justification 
BEFORE MAN, he must shew the reality of his Faith 
by the excellence of the Works which it pro- 
duces. 

Without this evidence, most assuredly, no indi- 
vidual, let his claim of possessing a Justifying 
Faith be ever so loud and importunate, can, BEFORE 
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MAN and BY MAN, be justified or accounted just or 
pronounced just. 

That such is the true solution of the difficulty, 
appears, not only from the express declarations of 
the two Apostles that they are severally treating of 
Justification Brrore Gop and of Justification BE- 
FORE MAN, but likewise from their drawing their 
apparently opposite conclusions from one and the 
same example of Abraham. 

If Abraham were justified from Works, he hath 
whereof to glory, but not before God. For what 
saith the Scripture? Abraham believed God: and 
it was imputed unto him for righteousness *. 

Thus speaks St. Paul: yet St. James argues in 
manner following. 

Was not Abraham our father justified from 
Works, when he had offered Isaac his son upon the 
altar? Seest thou how Faith wrought with his 
Works: and, from Works, Faith was perfected? 
And the Scripture was fulfilled, which saith: Abra- 
ham believed God ; and it was imputed unto him for 
righteousness : and he was called the friend of God. 
Ve see, then, how from Works a man is justified, 
and not from Faith only +. 

Now, in what manner, is this undoubtedly ver- 
bal difference to be reconciled ? 

The one Apostle speaks of Abraham’s Justifica- 
tion BeroreE Gop: the other Apostle speaks of 
Abraham’s Justification BErorE MAN. God knew, 


* Rom. iv. 2, 3, Compare ver. 9. + Jamesii. 21—24. 
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that Abraham’s Faith was equal to the severe test 
to which it was brought: though the consumma- 
tion of the sacrifice was not absolutely exacted from 
him. Man could not have known, that’ Abraham’s 
Faith was equal to the test: unless the patriarch 
had absolutely laid his son upon the altar, and had 
thus from his Works practically demonstrated the 
reality of his Faith. Hence, Berorz Gop, Abraham 
was justified through Faith only, and not from the 
Works which that Faith produced. Yet also, Br- 
FORE MAN, Abraham was justified from works pro- 
duced by his Faith, and not from Faith only: in- 
asmuch as his Faith, by the very circumstance 
of its producing Works, evidenced and certified 
To MAN the fact which he otherwise by himself 
could never have known; the fact, namely, 
that the asserted Faith of Abraham was a real 
Faith*. 


* The ancient harmony, proposed by Augustine, does not, in 
strictness of speech, contradict the present: for its character ra- 
ther is, that it altogether evades the real difficulty. 

Augustine says: that St. Paul, in treating of the case of 
Abraham, speaks of Works done BEFORE Justification; while 
St. James, in treating of the same case, speaks of Works done 
AFTER Justification. Such being his principle, he lays it down, 
as a sufficient solution of the difficulty : that, as the one Apostle 
asserts a man to be justified through Faith without Works; so 
the other Apostle asserts Faith without Works to be empty. 

Non sunt sibi contrariz duorum Apostolorum sententiz, Pauli 
et Jacobi: cum dicit unus, Justificart hominem per fidem sine 
operibus ; et alius dicit, Inanem esse fidem sine operibus. Quia 
ille dicit, de operibus que fidem PRECEDUNT: iste, de iis que 
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3. The harmony of the two Apostles, when 
thus ascertained and settled, while it fully esta- 


fidem SEQUUNTUR. August. Octogint. trium Quest. lib. i. 
quest. 76. Oper. vol. iv. p. 229. See the passage given more 
fully above, chap. iv. § XVI. 

I, All this may be very true: but then, in such a statement, 
the real difficulty, instead of being met, is altogether preter- 
mitted. 

St. James does not only say, that Faith without Works is 
dead or empty: but he also says; Ye see then that a man 1s 
JUSTIFIED from Works and not from Faith only. 

Here, that is to say, in the Apostle’s use of the verb Is JUS- 
TIFIED, lies the true difficulty. Were it not for the occurrence 
of that verb, there would plainly be no difficulty at all. ‘The 
problem to be solved is this: How St. James can be reconciled 
with St. Paul, when he says that A man is JUSTIFIED from 
Works. Now the solution of thts problem Augustine does 
not attempt: unless, without ever noticing the actual expression 
of St. James, he may be said to attempt it, by adducing in 
an earlier part of his discussion the text contained in Rom. iit. 
13. . 

Qui putant istam Jacobi Apostoli sententiam contrariam esse 
illi Pauli Apostoli sententiz, possunt arbitrari etiam ipsum 
Paulum sibi esse contrarium, quia dicit alio loco: Non enim 
auditores legis justi sunt apud Deum, sed factores legis justifi- 
cabuntur. Ibid. p. 228. 

IT. But the whole of this is quite wide of the mark. 

When St. Paul says; Not the hearers of the law are just 
before God, but the doers of the law SHALL BE JUSTIFIED 
(SixaswOioovra,): he is really arguing, not the posszbelity: but 
impossibility, of a man’s being justified by a performance of the 
law. 

1. His argument, which runs through the two first chapters 


of the Epistle, is this. 
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blishes the one Scheme of Justification, effectually 
destroys the other: for it brings out the following 
result. 

Berore MAN, the Justification whereof St. James 
speaks, a man is necessarily justified from Works, 
not from Faith only: because MAN can never 
know, save from the evidence of Works, whether 
a profession of Faith be read or simulated. 


If a man would be justified by the Moral Law, whether laid 
down in writing to the Israelites, or received as a sort of natural 
law traditionally by the Gentiles, he must perfectly keep the 
law: for not the mere hearers of the moral law, but the doers of 
at, shall be justified. No man, however, whether Israelite or 
Gentile, perfectly obeys the acknowledged obligatory precepts 
of the moral law. Therefore, by the law, can no man be jus- 
tified. 

Such, when thrown into a syllogism, is the Apostle’s argu- 
ment: and, accordingly, even in set terms, he afterward adverts 
to its conclusion. We have already, sayshe, proved ALL (réyras), 
both Jews and Gentiles, to be under sin. Rom. iii. 9. 

2. This matter being established, the conclusion of his 
first argument is employed as the premises of his second argu- 
ment. 

No flesh can be justified from the Works of the moral law, 
because no flesh has obeyed the moral law perfectly. But Jus- 
tification before God is necessary : for, without it, all flesh must 
be consigned to merited punishment. Therefore we must look 
out for some other Justification, than that which might be pro- 
cured by a perfect observance of the moral law: namely, The 
Righteousness of God through faith of Jesus Christ unto all 
and upon all them that believe. 

The Apostle’s second argument, which I have here similarly 
thrown into a syllogism, runs through Rom. in, 9—31. 
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But, perore Gop, the Justification whereof St. 
Paul speaks, a man is not justified from Works 
of any time or of any description; neither from 
Works performed anterior to Justification, nor 
yet from Works which spring out of Faith and 
which are the development of an Infused Habit 
of Inherent Righteousness: because, without the 
evidence of Works, God knows infallibly whether 
a man’s Faith be real or simulated; and because 
no Works can deserve and procure man Justifica- 
tion here and subsequent Salvation hereafter. 


CHAPTER X. 
CONCLUDING REMARKS AND STATEMENTS. 


I may now, at the close of this disquisition, be 
permittted to subjoin a few concluding remarks 
and statements. 

1. In a discussion of such a nature as the 
present, accuracy and precision and perspicuity 
are matters of such vital importance, that with- 
out them, the discussion is absolutely nothing 
worth. 

Lest, therefore, it should be said; that The 
difference between the Church of Rome and the 
Church of England, in their respective definitions 
of the Doctrine of Justification, is a mere war of 
words, a bare logomachy, while at the bottom the 
principle in each is the same: I wish, before I con- 
clude, distinctly, even at the hazard of being 
charged with repetition, to point out and enforce ; 
that, Between the two Churches, there is a difference 
in THINGS, not simply a difference in woRDS; a 
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difference in PRINCIPLES, not simply a difference in 
the MODE of stating the same principle. 

1. The Roman Church teaches: that Jan ts 
justified by an Inherent Righteousness, which is as 
much and as properly his own as his soul is his own; 
a Righteousness, nevertheless, which he must not 
presume to deem independently his own, inasmuch as, 
like his mental intellect and his bodily members, it is 
not his own production but the gift of God; for, 
though by its inherency it becomes his own and 
thence is able to produce Works by which he can 
completely fulfil the requisitions of the moral law 
and thus merit salvation ; yet, originally, it 1s in- 
fused into him of God, through Faith in the Lord 
Jesus Christ*. 

2. The Anglican Church, on the contrary, in 
common with all the other Churches of the 


* Debet nemo, temeraria illa, et a Patribus sub anathemate 
prohibita, voce, uti: Dei pracepta, homini justificato, ad obser- 
vandum esse impossibilia. Nam Deus impossibilia non jubet. 
Concil. Trident. sess. vi. c. 11. p. 50. 

Nihil ipsis justificatis amplius deesse credendum est, quo mi- 
nus PLENE illis quidem operibus, que in Deo sunt facta, divine 
legi, pro hujus vite statu, SATISFECISSE, et vitam eternam, suo 
etiam tempore, si tamen in gratia decesserint, consequendam, 
VERE PROMERUISSE, censeantur. Ibid. c. 16. p. 54. 

Si quis dixerit Dei pracepta, homini etiam justificato et sub 
gratia constituto, esse ad observandum impossibilia: anathema 
sit. Ibid. can. 18. p. 58. 

The good Fathers, it might seem, were too fully occupied with 
cursing dissidents, to recollect, that one saith, in a certain place: 


Ye cannot do the things that ye would. 
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Reformation, teaches: that Man is justified by an 
Extrinsic Righteousness, which is not his own but the 
Righteousness of Christ: the Faith, which instrumen- 
tally lays hold of it and appropriates it, and which 
itself is the gift of God, being forensically im- 
puted to him of God instead of a Righteousness 
which he himself possesses not; so that he is jus- 
tified through Faith, though not on account of 
Faith; the sole particular, on account of which 
he is justified, being the Merit and Perfect Right- 
eousness of our Lord and only Saviour Jesus 
Christ. 

3. Whichever Scheme of Doctrine may be pre- 
ferred as most agreeable to Scripture and to 
Antiquity, [am willing to flatter myself, that the 
two statements here given are at least incapable 
of misapprehension. 

Right or wrong, the two Schemes stand flatly 
and diametrically opposed to each other. The 
Roman Church asserts: the Anglican Church de- 
nies. Conversely, the Roman Church denies: 
the Anglican Church asserts. 

The Roman Church asserts the doctrine of 
Justification by an infused and personally Inherent 
Righteousness: the Anglican Church strenuously 
denies that doctrine; admitting, indeed, that 
The Inherent Righteousness of Sanctification is 
always consequentially present with the really jus- 
tified ; but refusing to it any, even the least, share, 
in The procurement of Justification. 
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The Roman Church denies: that Zhe ungodly 
is justified through Faith alone, nothing else being 
required to obtain the grace of Justification*: the 
Anglican Church asserts: that The ungodly is jus- 
tified through Faith alone without Works, nothing 
save Faith being required to obtain the grace of 
Justification, inasmuch as the office of Works is 
not the procurement of our Justification, and inas- 
much as it is a contradictory Hysteron-Proteron 


* Si quis dixerit; Sola fide impium justiticari, ita ut intelligat 
nihil aliud requiri, quod ad Justificationis gratiam CONSEQUEN- 
DAM cooperetur, et nulla ex parte necesse esse cum suze volun- 
tatis motu przparari atque disponi: anathema sit. Concil. 
Trident. sess. vi. can. 9. p. 56. 

The intelligent reader will, of course, perceive : that the 
objection of the Reformed Churches lies to the word conse- 
quendam, as employed in this curse by the Tridentine Fathers, 
Not having before their eyes the fear of the popish anathema, 
they flatly deny, that any thing, save the appointed instrumental 
hand of faith, is required to OBTAIN the grace of Justification. 
Good works, in a justified person, will indeed FOLLOW AFTER 
the grace of Justification: but the very circumstance of their 
FOLLOWING AFTER imports, even by the necessity of the term, 
that they do not cooperate with instrumental faith in OBTAINING 
it ; for, if they cooperated in OBTAINING it, they must needs PRE- 
CEDEit. Yet, as I have already observed, such is the marvellous 
self-contradiction of the Tridentine Doctors: that, while they 
curse all those who deny the necessity of some additional thing 
cooperating with faith to OBTAIN Justification, they actually 
determine it to be an IMPOSSIBILITY for either Jew or Gentile 
to arise and be liberated, either by the Law of Moses or by the 
Law of Nature, ANTERIOR to Justification. Concil. Trident. 
sess. vi. c. 1, p. 44. 
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to say that Works which FoLLow AFTER Justifica- 
tion and are its EFFECT can yet PROCURE ?t and be 
tS CAUSE*. 

4. Thus, I trust, the possible imputation, that 
I have been bootlessly engaged in a mere logo- 
machy, is sufficiently removed. 

Certainly, neither the Church of Rome, nor 
Mr. Knox, deems it a mere war of words: for the 
former, with abundant precision, roundly curses 
all, who impugn her decisions or who receive 
the decisions of the Reformed Churches; while 
the latter is confident, that the time is not very 
distant, when men will awake, and wonder how 
they could have dreamed of man’s chief hope rest- 
ing on any ground but that of moral qualifica- 
tions}. 

With respect to myself, I contend for THINGs ; 
not for worps: for PRINCIPLES; not for ONE 
MODE, rather than ANOTHER MODE, of stating the 
same principle. Between the Church of Rome 
and the Church of England, there is a great doc- 
trinal gulf fixed: which, unlike that in the pa- 
rable, may indeed be passed by individuals ; but 
which cannot be passed, without a direct depar- 
ture from the very fundamentals of either the one 


* Art. xiy xii, xii. 

+ See the thirty and three curses, subjoined to the same 
number of canons relative to the doctrine of Justification. 
Concil. Trident. sess. vi. can. 1—33. p. 55—61. See also Knox’s 
Treatise on Justific. Rem. vol. i. p. 315. 
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or the other. This gulf is the Doctrine of Justifi- 
cation: a Doctrine, according as it is understood 
and received, constituting the Article of a Stand- 
ing or of a Falling Church. As Original Sin is the 
Root; while any particular actual sin is nothing 
more than a branch springing out of that Root, 
visible from invisible, operative from dormant: so 
the Doctrine of Man’s Justification by his own In- 
herent Righteousness is, similarly, the Principal ; 
while every errant and visible and active pecu- 
liarity of Popery, practice from theory, develop- 
ment from speculation, is ultimately nothing more 
than a derivative Accessory. 

5. In short, the result of the Anglican Doctrine, 
or rather the perfectly harmonising result of the 
Reformed Doctrine, is to make Curist ALONE, in 
full-orbed glory and in undivided meritoriousness, 
the Saviour of Sinful man: while the whole drift 
and object and necessary tendency of the Romish 
Doctrine, so unhappily taken up by Mr. Knox as 
scriptural verity, however speciously disguised 
and decently wrapped up in distinctions which 
distinguish not, is to make Church and Priest and 
Sacraments and Saints and Purgatory and Extreme 
Unction and Pilgrimage and Penance and Or- 
dinances and Notions without end and with- 
out measure, in a word, Miserable Man’s own 
Self essentially embodied in his own Inherent 
and Meriting Righteousness, a college of Sa- 
viours, if not avowedly superseding Christ, yet, 
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to say the least, claiming to act as his asses- 
sors*. 

II. From the definition of the ‘Tridentine 
Fathers, a question arises, more curious, perhaps, 
than strictly important: yet, it may be, neither 
entirely nugatory, nor altogether undeserving of 
attention. 

The definition, which they confidently give of 
the Doctrine of Justification, under the aspect 
of that definition’s declaring both the mind of 
Christ and the sense of the Apostles and the 
full consent of the Catholic Church in all ages, 
undeniably imports: that, At the tame when the 
Council of Trent commenced its sittings, the Doc- 
trine, according to their precise definition of tt 
was, at least, the universally received and already 
recognised Doctrine of the Roman Church ; for, 
of such definition were then for the first time 
promulged, their language attendant upon its 
promulgation would be wholly unaccountable, in- 
asmuch as it would have gratuitously subjected 
them to the contradiction of every adult indi- 
vidual. 

If, then, the Doctrine of Justification, as defined 
by the Council of Trent, were plainly, at that 
time, the already received and recognised Doc- 
trine of the Church of Rome; and if, also, most 
undeniably, as appears from direct historical evi- 


* See below, Append. numb. vii, viii. 
nd 
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dence, it was not the Doctrine of the Ancient 
Church Catholic: it must have entered into the 
Roman Church at some season, whatever precisely 
that season may be. 

The question, therefore, is: Af wHat season 
did it thus enter in, so as finally to leaven the whole 
ampregnated lump ? 

To this question, an answer, marked with pro- 
bability at least, may easily be given. 

The Synod of Arras sat in the year 1025: and 
it was convened against certain of the Italian 
Cathari, the hearers of Gandulfus, who were 
alleged to have inculcated the practice of Good 
Works, not on the christian principle of A Dutiful 
Necessity, but on the pelagian principle of J/an’s 
Independent Sufficiency. These religionists, I think, 
had evidently been either misunderstood or misre- 
presented : for, when they had heard the Synod’s 
explanatory statement relative to the Doctrine of 
Grace and Justification and Good Works, they 
readily assented to it; avowing, that, in truth, it 
set forth nothing else than their own opinion. 
But, still, the very supposition, that they incul- 
cated a form of Pelagianism, does itself distinctly 
shew the nature and bearing of the arguments 
preferred against it. The Cathari, it was thought, 
contended: that Man is justified by the Inherent 
Righteousness of his own proper good deeds. 'This 
imagined Scheme, not precisely the same (J admit) 
as that of Mr. Knox and the Tridentines because 
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it includes not the idea of a Dependent Divirte 
Infusion, was stoutly opposed. But what was 
the System, which was set up against it? ‘Truly, 
not the System of Mr. Knox and the Romanists, 
which the Fathers of the Synod seem never to 
have heard of: but the very System of the Re- 
formed Churches, which teaches; that MAN 1s 
JUSTIFIED, NOT BY ANY WORKS OF HIS OWN 
RIGHTEOUSNESS, BUT BY THE ALONE GRACE OF 
THE DIVINE MERCY*. ‘Thus, distinctly and (as 


* Lex et disciplina nostra, quam a magistro accepimus (scil. 
Cathari), nee evangelicis decretis, nec apostolicis sanctionibus, 
contraire videbitur, si quis eam diligenter velit intueri. Hzec 
namque hujusmodi est: mundum relinquere, carnem a concu- 
piscentiis freenare, de laboribus manuum suarum victum parare, 
nulli lasionem querere, caritatem cunctis, quos zelus hujus 
nostri propositi teneat, exhibere. Servata, igiter, hac justitia, 
—heec est nostre Justificationissumma. Synod. Altrebat. in 
Dacher. Spicil. vol. xiii. p. 4. 

In prevaricatione primi hominis (loquuntaur Synodi Patres), 
naturalem possibilitatem et innocentiam amisimus: et nemo de 
profundo illius ruinze per liberum arbitrium potest consurgere, | 
nisi eum gratia miserantis erexerit. 

Quecumque, igitur, in cordibus nostris, aut in nostro arbi- 
trio, sancta cogitatio, est, aut pium consilium, aut quilibet 
motus bone voluntatis, ex suze gratiz dono descendit ; quia 
per illum aliquid boni possumus, sine quo nihil possumus : sicut 
ipse discipulis ait; Sine me nihil potestis facere. Nam omnia 
hominum merita ab ipsius gratia preveniuntur, per quem fit, 
ut aliquid boni et velle incipiamus et facere, 

DENIQUE, QUIBUS JUSTITIZ: OPERIBUS, MARIA PECCA- 
TRIX A PECCATIS DIMISSA, ZACHZUS JUSTIFICATUS, LATRO 
AD PARADIS! GAUDIA RECEPTUS EST, NISI SOLA DIVINE 


Y-2 
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it were) officially, we learn: that, in the year 
1025, the still received and established Doctrine 
of the Church, touching Man’s Justification, was 
the same as that, which had been taught by the 
Roman Clement and his chronological successors 
downward, and which in the sixteenth century 


PIETATIS GRATIA? De qua Apostolus ad Romanos: Ubi 
abundavit, inquit, dilectum, superabundavit gratia. Et alibi: 
Omnes enim peccaverunt, et egent gloria Dei, justificati gratis 
per gratiam ipsius. Et iterum: Fuzmus, inquit, e¢ nos natura 
filit tre, sicut et ceteri. 

Certissimé itaque tenemus, omnes homines, per semetipsos, 
non solum perfectionem, sed nec initium, Justitie, posse con- 
tingere ; sed universos; qui fiunt boni, divina gratia preveniri. 
Bonam namque in hominibus voluntatem esse ipse gratis pre- 
parat, gratis donat, ipse adjuvat, ipse consummat. Ut enim, 
Abnegantes impietatem et secularia desideria, sobrié, juste, et 
pié, vivamus in hoc seculo, ait: gratia Jesu, per Jesum Chris- 
tum Dominum nostrum, cujus hec est inexhausta pietatis muni- 
ficentia, ut ex insipientibus sapientes efficiat, infidelibus fidem 
tribuat, errantes non solum vocet, sed etiam revocet, desideriis 
terrenis expulsis, desiderium regni coelestis inspiret, inserta 
bonitate malitiam extirpet, benignitatis dono invidiam expellat, 
odilibus quoque et odientibus invicem donum dilectionis infun- 
dat. Ut ergo ex malis boni simus, ut sancte caritatis igne 
flagremus, gratiz spiritalis opere in nobis inchoatur, ejusque in 
nobis operatione perficitur. 

Proinde nosse debet unusquisque Christianus, neque in viribus 
nature, neque in legalibus preceptis, sed in illuminatione 
cordis, et voluntario divine voluntatis munere, constare gratize 
salutaris exordium : qua fit, ut, quod divinitus precipitur, non 
solum a nobis agnosci, sed etiam diligi, possit, ac fieri. 

Jure, igitur, gratuito beneficio divine bonitatis adscribitur, 
qui nos ideo ad bona opera misericorditer excitat, ut habeat 
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was unanimously revived by the various Churches 
of the Reformation. 

From the Synod of Arras, we may descend to 
Bernard of Clairvaux, who flourished in the first 
half of the twelfth century or about a hundred 
years later than the session of the Synod. Here, 


quod in nos justé coronare debeat. Quibus sicut per misericor- 
diam preparavit gratuitum Justificationis donum, ita per justi- 
tiam preparavit eterne Justificationis premium.— 

Quenam, igitur, est ista vestra Justitia, que cuncta solis 
meritis, nihil tamen gratiz, debet? Porro Paulus jam testi- 
monium vobis perhibet, quod zmulationem Dei habetis, sed 
non secundum scientiam. Ignorantes, enim, Dei Justitiam, et 
vestram querentes statuere, Justitie Det non estis subjectt. 
Moises vero scripsit,. quoniam Justitiam que ex Lege est, quit 
fecerit homo, vivet in ea. Ibid. p. 58, 59, 60. 

Ita sibi videri (loquuntur Cathari), nec alio Christiane Salu- 
tis summa. posse consistere, quam in his que in presentia Epis- 
copus enarrasset. Ibid. p. 61. 

Perhaps it may be thought, that one of the clauses in the 
exposition of the Synod speaks a language not dissimilar to 
that of the Tridentines. 

Jure, igitur, gratuito beneficio divine bonitatis adscribitur, 
qui nos ideo ad bona opera misericorditer excitat, ut habeat 
quod in nos just® coronare debeat. Quibus sicut per misericor- 
diam przparavit gratuitum Justificationis donum, ita per justi- 
tiam przparavit ceterne Justificationis premiuth. 

But, so far as it appears to me, the whole context seems to 
forbid any such supposition. The simple and natural import 
of the clause I take to be: that God, through Christ, may, 
even JUSTLY crown those Good Works of the sanctified be- 
liever ; which, after having, by the divine mercy, received the 
preparatory free gift of Justification, he has faithfully performed 
as a qualification for heaven. 
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again, the Theology of Justification still wears 
the same primitive aspect. In the writings of 
Bernard, we find the genuine Doctrine of Man’s 
Justification, in apparent unconsciousness that 
any other Doctrine could be taught in the Church, 
duly, and asa matter of course, laid down and 
practically expounded: but we find no traces of 
the spurious Doctrine of Man’s Justification by 
his own Inherent Righteousness infused into him of 
God through Faith in Jesus Christ *. 


* The negative testimony of Bernard against the one System, 
and his positive testimony in favour of the other System, are 
so important, that, for the greater satisfaction of the cautious 
inquirer, I shall here subjoin some additional passages from his 
W orks. 

Audi denique manifestius, a te judicium exigi post justitiam. 
Cum feceritis, inquit, omnia que precepta sunt vobis, dicate, 
Servi inutiles sumus. Hec plané, quoad hominem, est digna 
sedis preparatio Domino majestatis: ut et Justitic mandata 
studeat observare ; et, super, indignum sese et inutilem arbitre- 
tur. Bernard. de Advent. Domin. serm. iti. Oper. col. 9. 

Letitia premium est: Justitia vero, meritum et materia. 
Nam de ipsa Justitia erit letitia nostra, quando Christus appa- 
rebit vita nostra, et nos apparebimus cum ipso in gloria: quo- 
niam ipse est, qui factus est nobis a Deo Patre JUSTITIA. 
Beati vero, qui etiam nunc de Justitia letantur, et exhilarantur 
in conscientiis suis. Bernard. Homil. in Octav. Epiphan. 
serm. iv. Oper. col. 82. 

Si credis peccata tua non posse deleri nisi ab eo, cui soli 
peccasti, et in quem peccatum non cadit, bene facis': sed adde 
adhuc, ut et hoc credas, quia per ipsum tibi peccata donantur. 
Hoc est testimonium, quod perhibet in corde nostro Spiritus 
Sanctus, dicens: Dimissa sunt tibi peccata tua. ‘Sic enim 
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As the twelfth century, however, rolled on, a 
widely different scene presented itself: and an 


arbitratur Apostolus: Grats justificari hominem per Fidem. 
Bernard. in Annunciat. B. Marie, serm. i. Oper. col. 124. 

Non justificabitur in conspectu tuo omnis vivens ; ait is, qui 
Dei Justitiam minimé ignorabat: forte ut nec ipsos angelicos 
eum noveris spiritus excepisse. Bernard. de verb. Isaize 
Prophet. serm. v. Oper. col. 312. 

Cum justitia ingreditur, ILLE ingreditur, qui factus est nobis 
a Deo Patre sustitrA. Sed et, qui manet in charitate, in 
Deo manet, et Deus in eo. Bernard. in Psalm. Qui habitat. 
serm. ill, Oper. col. 519. 

Nunquid justitias meas? Domine, memorabor Justitiz 
tue solius: 1PSA EST ENIM ET MEA; nempe FACTUS ES 
MIHI TU JUSTITIA A DEO. Nunquid mihi verendum, ne 
non una ambobus sufficiat? Non est pallium breve, quod, 
secundum prophetam, non possit operire duos. Justitia tua, 
justitia in eternum. Quid longius eternitate? Et te pariter 
et me operiat largiter larga et eterna Justitia. Et, in me 
quidem, operit multitudinem peccatorum : in te, autem, Domine, 
quid nisi pietatis thesauros, divitias bonitatis? Bernard. super 
Cantic. serm. Ixi. Oper. col. 749. 

Deest gratie, quicquid meritis deputas. Nolo meritum, 
quod gratiam excludat. Horreo quicquid de meo est, ut sim 
meus ; nisi quod illud magis forsitan meum est, quod me meum 
facit. Gratia reddit me mihi justificatum gratis, et sic libera- 
tum a servitute peccati. Bernard. super Cantic. serm. Ixvii. 
Oper. p. 770. 

Opus itaque habent et sancti pro peccatis exorare, ut de 
misericordia salvi fiant, propriz justitiz non fidentes : omnes 
enim peccayerunt, et egent misericordia Dei. Bernard. super 
Cantic. serm. Ixxili, Oper. fol. 789. 

Dum sibi displicet, quod sunt; et ad id suspirant, quod non 
sunt ; quod utique per se fore diffidunt: vehementer sese 
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entirely new race of doctors appeared upon the 
theological stage. The Schoolmen, as they were 


lugentes, id solum consolationis inveniunt, ut severi judices sul, 
qui scilicet amore veri esuriant et sitiant justitiam, usque ad 
contemptum sui, districtissimam de se exigant satisfactionem 
et de cetero emendationem. Sed, cum ad id sufficere non 
posse conspiciunt (cum enim fecerint omnia que mandata 
fuerint sibi, servos se inutiles dicunt), de justitia ad misericor- 
diam confugiunt. Bernard. de Grad. Humilitat. Tract. Oper. 
col. 968. 

Usque ad mortem crucis, prior ipse dilexit nos, et lavit nos 
amando et diligendo; suscitans nos, ut amemus eum, qui prior 
usque in finem dilexit nos. Hac EsT JUSTITIA FILIORUM 
HOMINUM. JBernard. de Amore Dei. c. vi. Oper. col. 
1144, 

I might easily have extended these citations to a much 
greater length. ‘The same tone and the same spirit invariably 
run through the writings of Bernard, whenever he treats of the 
doctrine of Justification: nor have I been able to detect a 
single place, where he seems even so much as to be acquainted 
with the very existence of the doctrine which is advocated by 
Mr. Knox and the Church of Rome. Whence, undoubtedly, 
from the mere tone and tenor of his language, there is upon my 
own mind a strong impression: that, In the days of Bernard, 
either no such doctrine was in existence, or at least was but 
then beginning obscurely to creep into existence. 

Certainly, [ do not profess to have achieved the gigantic can 
of reading all the Works of ali the Fathers: and, no less 
certainly, if any one of them anterior to the time of Bernard, 
can be adduced, as declaring, like the Council of Trent, that 
The Righteousness of Justification is called Our Righteousness 
BECAUSE through it inherent in us we are justified ; there will 
then be proof positive, that the doctrine did not originate pos- 
terior to the time of Bernard. Hence, of course, in regard to 
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called, sprang up: one of the greatest and earliest 
of whom was Peter Lombard, or, as he was pre- 


the supposition which I made touching the period of its origina- 
tion, I do not claim to speak positively. But this, at least, 
I may safely say: that, as I have never met with any such 
statement in the course of my own confessedly limited reading 
of the Fathers ; so neither have J ever seen any quotation made 
from them to that effect. 

Doubtless, in perusing these additional citations from Ber- 
nard, the intelligent reader will not fail to observe, how 
thoroughly familiar to him is the rationale of The Imputed 
Righteousness of Christ as the true ground of man’s Justifica- 
tion. Again and again he adverts to it, as if never weary of 
such a topic. 

Christ himself is the person, who, of God the Father, was 
made unto us Righteousness. Happy they, who even now exult 
in this Righteousness, and are thus exhilarated in their con- 
scrences ! 

When Righteousness is brought in, he is brought in, who, of 
God, was made unto us Righteousness. But he, who abideth in 
love, abideth in God, and God in him. 

Shall I plead my own righteousness? Lord, I will make 
mention of thy Righteousness alone. Yet, thy Righteousness is 
my Righteousness: for, of God, thou hast been made unto me 
Righteousness. Need I fear, that thy single Righteousness 
should not suffice for us both? Tt is no scanty cloke, like that 
of the prophet, which is too small to cover two. Thy Righteous- 
ness is an everlasting Righteousness: and what is longer than 
eternity ? Thy large and everlasting Righteousness will largely 
cover both thee and me. In me, indeed, it covers only a multi- 
tude of sins: but, in thee, Lord, what doth it cover, save trea- 
sures of prety and riches of bounty. 

Even unto the death of the cross, he first loved us, and in 
loving he washed us: thus stirring us up to love him, who first 
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eminently styled, Zhe Master of the Sentences. 
And, in the next century, the thirteenth to wit, 
lived and wrote the far-famed Thomas Aquinas, 
who rejoiced in the designation of The Angelic 
Doctor: a sun, round whom sundry lesser fires 
revolved, expatiating in the same speculations as 
himself and his magistral predecessor. 

The greatest part of these Doctors, says the 
learned Mosheim, followed Aristotle as their model : 
and made use of the logical and metaphysical prin- 
ciples of that subtle philosopher, in illustrating the 
doctrines of Christianity, and in removing the diffi- 
culties with which some of them were attended. In 
their philosophical evplications of the more sublime 
truths of that divine religion, they followed the 
hypothesis of the Realists : which sect, in the thir- 
teenth century, was much more numerous and flou- 


loved us even unto the end. This is the Righteousness of the 
sons of men. 

Thus theologises Bernard: thus prominently brings he for- 
ward, and devoutly builds upon, that precise doctrine of Impu- 
tation even its highest form, which, if we may credit Mr. Knox, 
was unknown and unheard of through fourteen long centuries 
prior to the Reformation; while, of the opposite doctrine of 
Justification by our own Inherent Righteousness infused into us, 
which, according to Mr. Knox, was the standing dogma of those 
fourteen centuries, he seems to be totally ignorant; or, if he 
beheld it budding forth in his own day for the first time, he 
bears, with a sort of holy horror, his decisive testimony against 
it. Ina word, it either was unknown to him; or, if known, was 
strenuously rejected by him. 
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rishing than that of the Nominalists, on account 
of the lustre and credit which it derived from the 
authority of Thomas Aquinas and Albert, its learned 
and venerable patrons. Yet, notwithstanding all 
the subtlety of these Irrefragable and Seraphic and 
Angelic Doctors, as they were commonly styled, 
they often appeared wiser in their own conceit than 
they were in reality, and frequently did little more 
than involve in greater obscurity the doctrines which 
they pretended to place in the clearest hight. For, 
not to mention the ridiculous oddity of many of their 
expressions, the hideous barbarity of their style, 
and their extravagant and presumptuous desire of 
prying into matters that infinitely surpass the com- 
prehension of short-sighted mortals, they were charge- 
able with defects in their manner of reasoning, 
which every true philosopher will, of all others, be 
most careful to avoid. For they neither defined 
their terms accurately ; and, hence, arose innumer- 
able disputes merely about words: nor did they 
divide their subject with perspicuity and precision ; 
and, hence, they generally treated it in a confused 
and unsatisfactory manner. The great Angelic 
Doctor himself, notwithstanding his boasted method, 
was defective in these respects. Lis definitions are 
often vague or obscure: and his plans or divisions, 
though full of art, are frequently destitute of clear- 
ness and proportion. 

The method of investigating divine truth, By 
REASON AND PHILOSOPHY, prevailed universally : 
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and was followed with such ardour, that the number 
of those, who, IN CONFORMITY WITH THE EXAMPLE 
OF THE ANCIENT Doctors, DREW THEIR SYSTEMS 
OF THEOLOGY FROM THE HOLY SCRIPTURES AND 
THE WRITINGS OF THE FatueERs, and who acquired, 
on that account, the name of Bisutctsts, diminished 
Srom day to day. It is true, that several persons 
of eminent piety, and even some of the Roman 
Pontiffs, exhorted, with great seriousness and 
warmth, the Scholastic Divines, and more especially 
those of the University of Paris, to change their 
method of teaching Theology, and, laying aside their 
philosophical abstraction and sublety, to deduce the 
sublime science of Salvation From THE Hoxry Scrip- 
TURES with that purity and simplicity with which 
it was there delivered by the inspired writers. Bur 
THESE ADMONITIONS AND EXHORTATIONS WERE 
WITHOUT EFFECT; the evil was become too inveterate 
to admit of a remedy; and the passion for Logic 
and Metaphysics was grown 80 UNIVERSAL and so 
violent : that neither remonstrances nor arguments 
could check its presumption, or allay its ardour. 
In justice, however, to the Scholastic Doctors, i 
ws necessary to observe: that they did not neglect 
the dictates of the Gospel nor the authority of 
Tradition ; though, what they drew from these two 
sources, proves sufficiently, that they had studied 
neither with much attention or application of mind. 
And it is, moreover, certain: that, in process of 
tame, they committed to others the care of consulting 
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the sources now mentioned ; and reserved to them- 
selves the much-respected province of philosophy 
and the intricate mazes of dialectical chicane*. 

2. And now, to apply this account to our pre- 
sent purpose, let us inquire; What particulars 
the Schoolmen, whose characteristic was A DESER- 
TION BOTH OF SCRIPTURE AND OF ECCLESIASTICAL 
ANTIQUITY FOR THE PURPOSE OF INVESTIGATING 
DIVINE TRUTH BY REASON AND PHILOSOPHY, and 
whose Scheme, after having been for a. season 
fruitlessly opposed by the lovers of the oxp mode 
of theologising, PREVAILED UNIVERSALLY: let us 
inquire, I say, what particulars the Schoolmen 
taught, respecting the doctrine of Justification, 
subsequent to the time of Bernard the last in the 
long roll of the Fathers. 

They agreed: that Justifying Grace is some- 
thing real and positive in the soul ; a certain Super- 
natural Quality ; and thence, of course, a Quality 
not natural to man, but a eg supernaturally 
infused into him. 

Thus far they were agreed: but here these 
subtle disputants and nice distinguishers began 
somewhat to differ among themselves. 

The Master of the Sentences taught : that This 
Supernatural Quality, by which man is justified, is 
the same with Infused Virtue. 

But the Angelic Doctor would not allow this: 


* Mosheim’s Eccles. Hist. cent. xiii. partii. chap. 3. § VI, 
Vil. vol. iii. p. 248—251. 


¢ 
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at least, he would not allow it, to the same extent 
as the Master. Zhe Supernatural Infused Justify- 
ing Quality, said he, is not absolutely the same 
with Infused Virtue, as the Master of the Sentences 
unguardedly teaches. It is rather something beside 
the Infused Virtues, Faith and Hope and Charity : 
at is a certain Habitude, which is presupposed in 
those Virtues, as their principle and root: it occu- 
pies, as its subject, the essence of the soul, not its 
powers : yet, from it, flow virtues into the powers of 
the soul, by which the powers themselves are moved 
forward to actions *. 


* Gratia gratum faciens, id est, justificans, est in anima quid- 
dam reale et positivum, qualitas quedam supernaturalis: non 
eadem cum virtute infusa, ut Magister; sed aliquid, preter 
virtutes infusas, fidem, spem, charitatem; habitudo quedam, 
quz presupponitur in virtutibus istis, sicut earum principium et 
radix ; essentiam anime, tanquam subjectum, occupat, non 
potentias; sed ab ipsa effluunt virtutes in potentias anime, per 
quas potentiz moventur ad actus. Thom. Aquin. 1, 2. quest. 
100. Plura vide quest. 113 de Justificatione, cited by Hooker 
in Discourse of Justific. § 5, | 

Those Fathers of the Tridentine council, who penned this 
definition, had plainly, I think, before them, the above-cited 
passage of Thomas Aquinas. The charitas Dei of the Triden- 
tines, diffused and inherent in the hearts of the justified, is the 
primordial habitudo quedam of Aquinas, which is the principle 
and root of the other virtues specified by him: while the in- 
fused and dependent graces of fides, spes, et charitas (that is to 
say, charitas erga hominem); as laid down by the Tridentines, 
are the similarly infused and derivative virtues of the same jides, 
spes, et charitas, as specified and defined by the Angelic Doctor. 
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Now this, I submit, is the precise doctrine of 
Mr. Knox and the Church of Rome. The general 
idea itself of the Master fully receives their appro- 
bation: but, when they descend to particulars, 
the definition of the Angelic Doctor seems to be 
their especial favourite. 

Let us, in their own words, hear the Tridentine 
Fathers. 

Although no man can be righteous, save and 
except the individual to whom the Merits of the 
passion of our Lord Jesus Christ are communicated: 
yet, in the Justification of the ungodly, this 1s done, 
while, by the Merit of his same most holy passion, 
the love of God, through the Holy Ghost, is diffused 
in the hearts of those who are justified, and thus 
becomes inherent in them. Whence, in the process 
of Justification, a man receives all these things, to 
wit, Faith and Hope and Charity, along with the 
Remission of sins, conjointly infused in him through 
Jesus Christ, into whom he is inserted*.— And 
therefore, to persons who.work well unto the end 
and who hope in God, eternal life 1s proposed ; and 


* Quanquam nemo possit esse justus, nisi cul merita passionis 
Domini nostri Jesu Christi communicantur: id tamen, in hac 
impii justificatione, fit; dum, ejusdem sanctissime passionis 
merito, per Spiritum Sanctum, charitas Dei diffunditur in cor- 
dibus eorum qui justificantur, atque ipsis inhzret. Unde, in 
ipsa Justificatione, cum remissione peccatorum, hec omnia, 
simul infusa, accipit homo per Jesum Christum cui inseritur, 
fidem, spem, et charitatem. Concil. Trident. sess. vi. ¢. 7. 
p. 47, 48. 
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is mercifully promised to them, as grace to sons, 
through Christ Jesus; and, under the aspect of 
wages, from the promise of God himself, will faith- 
fully be paid to their own Good Works and Merits.— 
For, since that same Jesus Christ, as the head into 
the members and as the vine into the branches, per- 
petually causes his virtue to flow into the justified 
themselves ; which virtue always precedes and accom- 
panies and follows their Good Works, and without 
which they would in no wise be grateful to God 
and meritorious : we must believe, that nothing more 
is wanting to the justified themselves, which need 
prevent us from thinking ; both that they can satisfy 
the Divine Law, according to the state of this life, 
by those Works which are performed in God ; and 
that, in their own tume, provided they depart in 
grace, they may truly merit the attainment of eternal 
life.—Thus, neither our own proper Righteousness 
7s so determined to be our own, as if it were from 
ourselves: nor is the Righteousness of God either 
unknown or rejected. For that, which is called Our 
Righteousness, because, through it being inherent in 
us, we are justified: that same is the Righteousness 
of God, because it is infused into us by God through 
the Spirit of Christ *. 


* Atque ideo, bene operantibus usque in finem et in Deo 
sperantibus, proponenda est vita eterna; et, tanquam gratia, 
filiis, per Jesum Christum, misericorditer promissa ; et, tanquam 
merces, ex ipsius Dei promissione, bonis ipsorum operibus et 
meritis, fideliter reddenda.—Cum enim ille ipse Christus Jesus, 
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Let us also, in his own words, hear Mr. Knox. 

To be justified, in St. Paul's sense, is to be made 
righteous in mind and heart, through the effectual 
grace of our Lord Jesus Chrisit* —In St. Paul's 
sense, to be justified, is not simply to be accounted 
righteous, but also, and in the first instance, to be 
made righteous by the implantation ef a Radical 
Principle of Righteousness +. 


tanquam caput in membra, et tanquam vitis in palmites, in ipsos 
justificatos jugiter virtutem influat; quz virtus bona eorum 
opera semper antecedit et comitatur et subsequitur, et sine qua 
nullo pacto Deo grata et meritoria esse possent : nihil ipsis 
justificatis amplius deesse credendum est, quo minus plené illis 
quidem operibus, que in Deo sunt facta, divine legi, pro hujus 
vitz statu, satisfecisse, et vitam eternam, suo etiam tempore, 
si tamen in gratia decesserint, consequendam, veré promeruisse 
censeantur.—Ita, neque propria nostra justitia, tanquam ex 
nobis, propria statuitur: neque ignoratur aut repudiatur justitia 
Dei. Que enim justitia nostra dicitur, quia per eam nobis 
inherentem justificamur, illa eadem Dei est, quia a Deo nobis 
infunditur per Christi meritam. Concil, Trident. sess. vi. c. 16. 
p. 53, 54. The whole of this is similarly based upon the defi- 
nition of Aquinas. 

* The leading Design of the Christ. Dispens. Rem. vol. ii. 
p- 33. 

+ Treatise on Redemp. and Salvat. Rem. vol. ii. p.60. 
Whether Mr. Knox had read the definition of the Angelic Doctor, 
T know not: but, at all events, he has very faithfully and accu- 
rately given it. His implantation of a Radical Principle of 
Righteousness is clearly no other, than the Angelic Doctor’s 
habitudo quedam que presupponitur in virtutibus istis (scil. 
fide, spe, charitate) sicut earum principium et radix. The verbal 
coincidence ef Principle and Principium, if accidental, is at 


least sufficiently curious. 
Z 


338 THE PRIMITIVE DOCTRINE [CHAP. X. 


That this is the doctrine of St. Paul, may well 
be disputed : but, incontrovertibly, it is the precise 
doctrine of the Schoolmen. 

Justification, say they, is the Infusion of a Super- 
natural Justifying Quality, which is presupposed as 
the Principle and Root of the infused virtues, Faith 
and Hope and Charity. It is a certain Hahitude, 
which occupies, as its subject, the essence of the soul, 
and from which flow virtues into the powers of the 
soul, so that the powers themselves are moved for- 
ward to actions. 

Such language may be deemed a sort of pedan- 
tic jargon: but it is perfectly intelligible. The 
doctrine of Man’s Justification by an infusion of 
Inherent Righteousness, which shall be the Root 
and Principle of Faith and Hope and Charity, and 
which, by justifying him before God, shall enable 
him meritoriously to claim and obtain Everlasting 
Life : this doctrine is alike the cherished doctrine, 
of the Roman Church, and of Mr. Knox, and of 
the Schoolmen of the thirteenth century. 

3. Now the question is: Whence did this System 
of Human Justifying Righteousness and of Human 
Heaven-demanding Meritoriousness, each infused 
and therefore each inherent, derive its origin ? 

Scripture rejects it: the Ancient Church dis- 
owns it: Bernard, the last of the Fathers, appa- 
rently knows nothing of it. But the Schoolmen, 
who immediately followed Bernard, and whose 
characteristic was A desertion both of Scripture 
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and of Ecclesiastical Antiquity for Human Reason 
and Human Philosophy, give it, as the fruit of 
their novel mode of investigating divine things, 
with the utmost precision and intelligibility. Fur- 
thermore: though the speculations of the School- 
men were strongly opposed by the Biblicists of 
the Old Theology, they rapidly became so fash- 
ionable, as to be universally received even by 
acclamation, and thence to form henceforth the 
basis of the accredited System of Orthodox Di- 
vinity. 

With this evidence before us, negative and 
positive, though I pretend not to absolute demon- 
stration, yet, I think, there can scarcely be a 
doubt, that the Scheme of Mr. Knox and the 
Roman Church was originally excogitated by the 
Schoolmen in the twelfth and thirteenth cen- 
turies*. Its universal adoption, though in truth 


* [tis a remarkable chronological coincidence, that, while the 
spiritually destructive doctrine of Justification by our own Inhe- 
rent Righteousness infused into us as a certain supernatural 
quality was in full progress of universal reception into the Ro- 
man Church, the murderous crusades against the pious and 
blameless Albigenses should, during that precise period have 
been in full progress of commencement and development and 
completion. The notions, associated with these brutal enor- 
mities, were; that They were good works eminently meritorious, 
and highly pleasing to God: and, accordingly, the contemporary 
Monk, Peter of Vaux-Sernay, perpetually and lovingly styles 
them, with what he evidently deemed holy familiarity, THE 
BUSINESS OF JESUS CHRIST. 


“2 


340 THE PRIMITIVE DOCTRINE [ CHAP. x. 


it was of very brief antiquity, deceived the infal- 
lible Doctors of Trent: and, because they found 
it every where received throughout the spiritual 
dominions of the Roman Church, they rapidly, 
without further examination, pronounced it to 
exhibit the mind of Christ and the sense of the 
Apostles and the standard doctrine of the Church 
Catholic in every age and in every country *. 

Meanwhile, the really primitive and apostolic 
and catholic doctrine was that of the Reformers. 
Discarding the modern fancies of the Schoolmen, 
and distrusting Human Reason and Human Philo- 
sophy in the investigation of Divine Truths, these 
wise and good men returned to the deserted paths 
of Scripture and Ecclesiastical Antiquity which 
the Schoolmen had unhappily quitted to chase the 
visionary form of a theological Jenis Fatuus : and 
the gratifying result was a most remarkable una- 
nimity of definition throughout all the Reformed 
Churches. 

Thus it appears: that Mr. Know and the Roman 
Church have adopted a System, which sprang up 


* Veram sanamque doctrinam ipsius Justificationis ; quam 
sol justitize Christus Jesus, fidei nostre auctor et consummator, 
docuit: Apostoli tradiderunt; et Catholica Ecclesia, Spiritu 
Sancto suggerente, perpetuo retinuit. Concil. Trident. sess. vi. 
procem. p. 43. 

Alas! the only spirit, which suggested it, was the spirit of 
Human Reason and Human Philosophy, for which both Scrip- 
ture and Ecclesiastical Antiquity were deserted. 
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from an adherence to Human Reason and Human 
Philosophy, and which emanated ultimately out of 
a Desertion of Scripture and Ecclesiastical An- 
tiquity. 

4. I may add the curious circumstance: that, 
even verbally, the Scheme of Mr. Knox, as deli- 
neated with a sort of parental fondness by himself, 
in acknowledging the foundation upon which it 
rests, belies not its scholastic origin. 

I greatly suspect, says he, that the time is not 
very distant, when even Theological Creeds will be 
brought to A PHILOSOPHICAL TEST; and will be 
discarded, should they not stand the trial. At such 
a season, I own, I have little hope for those, who are 
acquainted with St. Paul only through the inter- 
preting medium, of Luther or Calvin, of Dr. Owen 
or Mr. Romaine. Confident I am, they will awake, 
and wonder how they could have dreamed of Man’s 
chief hope resting on any ground but that moral one 
upon which our omniscient Lord himself has placed 
tt: Blessed are the pure in heart, for they shall 
see God : or of a state of favour with God, evisting, 
for one moment, independently of moral qualification. 
They will, I doubt not, at length, discover this 
strange defect in the present favourite Systems: 
and, should no sounder System have come within 
their view, what will follow, but lapse, by masses, 
into Socinianism or Deism* ? 


* Treatise on Justific. in Rem. vol. i. p. 315. 
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Certainly I am not acquainted with any faithful 
son of the Church of England, who dreams that a 
state of favour with God can exist independently 
of moral qualification or (in scriptural language) 
independently of Sanctification by the Blessed and 
All-purifying Spirit: but I know many, and im- 
measurably more (I trust in God) are unknown 
to me, who are quite unable to discover, in 
what part of Scripture our omniscient Lord has 
taught us that Man’s chief hope of salvation rests 
upon the moral ground of his own Inherent Right- 
eousness. Whether the Doctrinal System of the 
Anglican Church will, or will not, stand the trial 
of A PHILOSOPHICAL TEST, is verily, to them, a 
matter of the least possible concern. They hold 
with the Biblicists, not with the schoolmen: and, 
in the definition of Justification, they venture to 
prefer Luther and Calvin, or even Dr. Owen and 
Mr. Romaine, to either the Master of the Sen- 
tences or the Angelic Doctor himself. They have 
heard of such a thing, as A PHILOSOPHICAL TEST 
conducting bewildered mortals into Socianian- 
ism and Deism: but they entertain no dread of 
any such uncomely lapse, so long as they hold 
fast those two pillars of the Faith, THE BIBLE THE 
SOLE RULE and UNANIMOUS PRIMITIVE ANTIQUITY 
THE BEST EXPOSITOR OF THE RULE. 

What, in fine, saith St. Paul, as to the safest 
mode of accurately theologising ? 

As ye have received Christ Jesus the Lord, 
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so walk ye in him: rooted and built up in him, 
and stablished in the Faith, as ye have been 
taught, abounding therein with thanksgiving. Br- 
WARE, LEST ANY MAN SPOIL YOU THROUGH PHI- 
LOSOPHY AND VAIN DECEIT, after the tradition of 
men, after the rudiments of the world, and not after 
Christ*. 

What, again, testifies the venerable Justin, sick 
of the endless squabbles of Pythagoréans and 
Stoics and Peripatetics and Platonists, and gladly 
seeking the refuge of certainty in the Gospel from 
the ever shifting sands of philosophical speculative 
uncertainty ? 

This did I find to be THE ALONE SAFE AND PRO- 
FITABLE PHILOSOPHY. 

III. My concluding peroration shall run in 
the eloquent words of a much better man than 
myself: of one, who, although dead, still speak- 
eth; of one, who, save in a black day of uni- 
versal apostasy, will never cease to be deemed 
indeed A MASTER in our spiritual Anglican 
Israel. 

We see the Apostles of our Saviour Christ 
do use every where the name of sarnts. But let 
us all be such as we desire to be termed. Reatus 
imp est pium nomen, saith Salvianus. Godly 
names do not justify godless men. Weare but 


* Coloss, ii. 6—8. 
+ Tavryy povgy eUpicxoy pidrooogiay aohary re kad TUKPopoy, 


Justin. Martyr. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 174. 
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upbraided, when we are honoured with names and 
titles, whereunto our lives and manners are not 
suitable. If, indeed, we have our fruit in holiness ; 
we must, notwithstanding, note; that, the more 
we abound therein, the more need we have -to 
crave that we may be strengthened and supported. 
Our very virtues may be snares unto us. The 
enemy, that waiteth for all occasions to work our 
ruin, hath found it harder to overthrow an humble 
sinner than a proud saint. 

There is no man’s case so dangerous, as _ his, 
whom Satan hath persuaded: that Avs own Right- 
cousness shall present him pure and blameless in the 
sight of God. If we could say, that we were not 
guilty of any thing at all in our consciences (we 
know ourselves far from this innocency; we can- 
not say, We know nothing by ourselves : but, if we 
could): should we, therefore, plead not ‘guilty 
before the presence of our judge, that sees further 
into our hearts than we ourselves can do? If our 
hands did never offer violence to our brethren ; 
a bloody ‘thought doth prove us murderous before 
him: if we had never opened our mouth to utter 
any scandalous or offensive or hurtful word: the 
cry of our secret cogitations is heard in the ears of 
God. If we did not commit the sins, which daily 
and hourly, either in deed or word or thoughts, we 
do commit: yet, in the good things which we do, 
how many defects are there intermingled! God, 
in that which is done, respecteth the mind and 
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intention of the doer. Cut off, then, all those 
things wherein we have regarded our own glory, 
those things which men do to please men and 
to satisfy our own liking, those things.which we 
do for any by-respect not sincerely and purely 
for the love of God: and a small score will serve 
for the number of our righteous deeds. Let the 
holiest and best things, which we do, be con- 
sidered. We are never better affected unto God, 
than when we pray: yet, when we pray, how 
are our affections many times distracted! How 
little reverence do we shew unto the grand ma- 
jesty of God, to whom we speak! How little 
remorse of our own miseries! How little taste 
of the sweet influence of his tender mercies do 
we feel! Are we not as unwilling many times 
to begin, and as glad to make an end, as if, in 
saying Call upon me, he had set us a very burden- 
some task? It may seem somewhat extreme 
which I will speak : therefore, let every one judge 
of it, even as his own heart shall tell him, and no 
otherwise. I will but only make a demand. If 
God should yield unto us, not as unto Abraham, 
if fifty, forty, thirty, twenty, yea, or if ten, good 
persons could be found in a city, for their sakes 
this city should not be destroyed ; but and if he 
should make us an offer thus large: search all the 
generations of men, sithence the fall of our father 
Adam ; find one man, that hath done one action, 
which hath passed from him pure, without any 
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stain or blemish at all; and, for that one man’s 
only action, neither man nor angel shall feel the 
torments which are prepared for both: do you 
think, that this ransom, to deliver men and angels, 
could be found to be among the sons of men? 
The best things, which we do, have somewhat in 
them to be pardoned. How, then, can we do any 
thing meritorious or worthy to be rewarded? 
Indeed, God doth liberally promise, whatsoever 
appertaineth to a blessed life, to as many as sin- 
cerely keep his Law, though they be not exactly 
able to keep it. Wherefore, we acknowledge a 
dutiful necessity of doing well: but the merito- 
rious dignity of doing well we utterly renounce. 
We see, how far we are from the Perfect Right- 
eousness of the Law. The little fruit, which we 
have in holiness, it is, God knoweth, corrupt and 
unsound. We put no confidence at all in it: we 
challenge nothing in the world for it. We dare 
not call God to reckoning, as if we had him in 
our debt-books. Our continual suit to him is, 
and must be: to bear with our infirmities, and to 
pardon our offences.— 

Howsoever men, when they sit at ease, do 
vainly tickle their hearts with the vain conceit of 
I know not what proportionable correspondence 
between their merits and their rewards, which, in 
the trance of their high speculations, they dream, 
that God hath measured, weighed, and laid up, 
as it were in a bundle, for them: we, see not- 
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withstanding, by daily experience, in a number 
even of them; that, when the hour of death ap- 
proacheth, when they secretly hear themselves 
summoned forthwith to appear and stand at the 
bar of that Judge, whose brightness causeth the 
eyes of the angels themselves to dazzle, all these 
idle imaginations do then begin to hide their 
faces. To name merits then, 1s to lay their souls 
upon the rack. The memory of their own deeds 
is loathsome unto them. They forsake all things, 
wherein they have put any trust or confidence: no 
staff to lean upon; no ease, no rest, no comfort, 
then; but ONLY IN JESUS CHRIST*. 


* Hlooker’s Discourse of Justific. § 7, 21. 
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NUMBER I. 


REMARKS ON ST. PAUL’S GOOD DEPOSIT WITH TIMOTHY. 


Mucu, of late materially involving the Principle of the Church 
of England, touching an appeal to Primitive Antiquity, has 
been said by Mr. Keble in a Visitation Sermon, respecting St. 
Paul’s Good Deposit with Timothy. 

That good thing which was committed unto thee, keep by 
the Holy Spirit which dwelleth in us. 2 Tim. i. 14. 

The true question, I think, lies within a very narrow 
compass. 

If, in the exposition of this passage, it be only meant by Mr. 
Keble; that, For the sure interpretation of Doctrinal Scripture, 
we must resort to the Unanimity of Primitive Antiquity, which, 
in the first instance, enjoyed the vocal teaching of the Apostles 
themselves: then, I apprehend the position taken up will not 
be disputed by any consistent member of the Anglican Church; 
though, peradventure, he may marvel, why so very plain and 
simple a matter should have been veiled by the preacher in 
such a cloud of mystification. 

But, if it be meant by Mr. Keble, in accordance with some 
of the matters communicated by the Oxford Tracts for the 
Times ; that, In the oral teaching of St. Paul’s Deposit, Pray- 
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ers for the Dead, as recommended by Tertullian at the close of 
the second century and as adopted very extensively in the fourth 
century, were prescribed or sanctioned; that the Eucharist, 
respecting which our Lord said Do this in REMEMBRANCE of 
me, ought, on the authority of the same Deposit, to be ad- 
ministered to infants and to persons in a state of dying insen- 
sibility, who, rt ts presumed, are physically incapable of obeying 
the divine injunction of REMEMBRANCE; or that The Sacra- 
ments, and not Faith, still by virtue of the Apostle’s oral teach- 
ing, are to be deemed the appointed instrument of Justification, 
though the erring Church of England has unhappily called 
upon her sons to maintain that Faith itself is not merely AN 
instrument, but even the ONLY instrument : then, I suppose, we 
have a clear right to demand some explicit historical testimony, 
that such were really the esoteric doctrines of the Good De- 
posit orally communicated to Timothy, however they may seem 
to differ from the exoteric doctrines advanced and inculcated in 
the merely written word of God. 

Mr. Keble does not specifically tell us, what doctrines and 
dependant practices were confided to Timothy in the Good 
Deposit: but his language, according to its most natural con- 
struction, seems to intimate, that this same Deposit constitutes 
a mass of Apostolical Tradition, which stands upon a foun- 
dation (as Mr. Keble expresses himself) distinct from and 
independent of Scripture, and which communicates a body of 
truth and duty not contained in Scripture. 

If, however, such be no¢ the intended import of Mr. Keble’s 
language, I can only say, that the grand characteristic of his 
phraseology is a curious infelicity. 

There is not, I think, much difficulty in giving a sufficiently 
plain accouut of St. Paul’s Good Deposit (rqv Kérqy wapabjxnyy), 
which Timothy was solemnly charged to keep or to guard 
through the Holy Ghost, and which the learned preacher has so 
industriously puzzled and mystified. 

I. All the great truths of the Gospel were, doubtless, com- 
municated orally BEFORE any of them were committed to 
writing: because the vocal preaching of the Gospel was AN- 


TECEDENT to the composition of any of the Books of the 
Testament. 
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Hence, agreeably to the truism propounded by Irenéus, 
if the Apostles had not left us the Scriptures, we could only, 
as best we might have followed the order of Tradition delivered 
by them to those who received from them the charge of the 
Churches. Iren. adv. heer. lib. ili. c. 4. p. 172. 

But then, in the good providence of God, the Apostles, or 
men deputed and supervised by the Apostles have left us the 
Written Word. 

Hence, the case before us now assumes an entirely different 
aspect. Fora question forthwith arises; the very question, in 
truth, between the Roman Church, speaking by the mouth of the 
Tridentines, and the Reformed Churches, unanimously speak- 
ing in their Articles or in their Confessions, a question, I say, 
forthwith arises: Whether traditions appertaining to Faith and 
Dependent practice, such, for instance, as those which inculcate 
the invocation of saints and the veneration of images, respecting 
which inculcation not a syllable zs said in Scripture, are, as the 
Tridentines speak, to be received and reverenced concurrently 
and EQUALLY with Scripture; or Whether, as the Anglican 
Church maintains, Holy Scripture containeth all things neces- 
sary to salvation, so that, whatsoever is not read therein nor 
may be proved thereby, is not to be required of any man, that it 
should be believed as an article of the Faith. Compare Concil. 
Trident. sess. iv. p. 7, 8, with sess. xxv. p. 507, 508: and see 
Art. Anglican vi. 

1. Concerning this question, to suppose, that any doctrines 
were orally delivered by the Apostles which were not AFTER- 
WARD consigned to the written custody of the inspired Books 
of the New Testament, is, in itself, so monstrous and so incredi- 
ble, inasmuch as it defeats the very end and object of a written 
document, that the wonder is, how the Tridentines could ever 
have seriously maintained such a palpable incongruity. 

(1.) But, in truth, of the precise point before us, we have 
the direct determination of the Ancients: who must have 
known the familiar fact, if the Apostles had orally taught any 
doctrines which were never committed to writing. 

With one consent, they assure us: that Nothing is to be 
received, either concerning Christ or concerning his Church or 
concerning any other matter which appertains either to Faith or 
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to Dependant Practice, unless it be declared and propounded in 
Scripture ; because the completeness of Scripture is alone suffi- 
cient to communicate all requisite information. 

Proinde, sive de Christo, sive de ejus Ecclesia, sive de qua- 
cunque alia re que pertinet ad fidem vitamque nostram,—si 
angelus de coelo vobis annunciaverit preter quam quod in 
Scripturis Legalibus et Evangelicis accepistis: anathema sit. 
August. cont. liter. Petilian. Donat, lib. iii. c. 6. Oper. vol. 
vii. p. 115. 

Credere autem hec talia debemus Deo, qui et nos fecit, rec- 
tissimé scientes, quia Scripture quidem PERFECT sunt, quippe 
a Verbo Dei et Spiritu ejus dicte. Iren. adv. her. lib. ii. c. 
47. p. 147. 

Scriptum esse, doceat Hermogenis officina. Si non est scrip- 
tum; timeat ve illud, adjicientibus aut detrahentibus destina- 
tum. Tertull. adv. Hermog. c. 12. Oper. p. 346. 

Inter Scripturas enim Dei invenire non potuerat. Ibid. c. 17. 
Oper. p. 350. 

"Oca OeocéBerav aokeiy Bovrsueba, odk BAdobev aoxqoomey q EK 
tBY Aoylwy Tov Oeod. “Oca tolvey kynpvocovar ai Geta ypagal, wer. 
Kal, boa OWdoKoVTL, emiyyOuev'— py Kat’ Diay mpoatperiy, pyde Kat 
irov vodv, pondé Prakonevor tu bd ToD Oeod dedsneva’ AA’, Gy TpdTOy 
adres éBovaydy dic rH cdylwv ypapay dFiEas, oftws tOwnev. Hippol. 
cont. Noet. § ix. Oper. vol ii. p. 12, 13. 

Unde est ista traditio ? Utrumne de dominica et evangelica 
auctoritate descendens, an de Apostolorum mandatis atque epis- 
tolis veniens? Ea enim facienda esse que scrépta sunt, Deus 
testatur,—Si, ergo, aut in Evangelio precipitur, aut in Aposto- 
lorum Epistolis aut Actibus continetur :—observetur divina hic 
et sancta traditio. Cyprian. Epist. Ixxiv. Oper. vol. ii. p. 211. 

Airdpress pev yap cio al aylas kal Oedrvevaros ypapat, mpos THY TI 
adnbelas amayyéaay. Athan. Orat. cont. gent. Oper. vol i. p. 1. 

Mévoy ta év tals ypagais parbavéto ° abrapKy yap Kak ixava ta ey 
AUTAIS KElnEVa TEpl TovTOV TapadvelypaTa. Athan. ad Serap. Spi- 
rit, Sanct. non esse creat. Oper. vol. i. p. 359. 

Ei rolvuy wabnral este tov edayyerlwv, —aotoiyelte Tots yeyparevars 
Kat yevouévors. Bi de erTEpa mapa Ta yeypapeva Aareiy Bovrerbe, vt 
Tpds Nurcs Orapdyerbe, Tods wnTE aKovELY TE Aéyery Tapa TH yeypay- 
weva meOouevove ; Athan. de Incarn. Christ. Oper. vol. i. p. 484. 
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Tauta wyyai tiv cwrnpiov, date tov dnpavra éugopetcbas tTdv ey 
Tovrors Aoylov. "Ey rovtos" movers To TIS EDTEBElas SidacKadreloy evary- 
yeriverar. Mydels rovross emiBarrérw* pyde rovtay apaipercdw ti. 
Athan. Epist. Test. xxxix. Oper. vol. ii. p. 45. 

TaiCdvreay yap 1diov epwrdy te wy yeypaupeve Kad Aeyew. Athan. 
Epist. ad Serap. Oper. vol. ii. p. 29. 

Ut hee, que scripta sunt, non negamus: ita ea, gue non sunt 
scripta, renuimus. Hieron, adv. Helvid. c.ix. Oper. vol. ii. 
p. 116. 

Davepa exarwois nlarews, Kal imepnpavias xarynyopia, ) abereiy re 
TOY Veypappnevav, 7 erescayely TOY ey VEY Pamnrevor. Basil. de ver. 
fid.Oper. vol. ii. p. 386. 

Ei 08 wapaoxor 6 Kupioc, peta tyg tov ypagav amodeibews, Kare 
Oivansy pyOjnoetasr. Act yep, wept tov Belov Kat dylov tas aiatews 
muotyplov, unde To tTuxoy dvev THY Oelov mapaddocbas ypagayv, wyde 
amAGs wibavornts Kal oywy KaTacKevals mapapeperbal* pde enrol To 
Tava go AeyoyvtTs dwAas mMictevons, av THy amddeikiy tay Katay- 
yedrouevay ams tay Yelwy poy AGBS ypupav’ | cwrhpia yap avry Ths 
miorens nay, ovx e& evperidoylas, adda é& adnodelEews tev Belwy ears 
ypapav. Cyril. Hieros. Catech. iv. p. 30. 

(2.) These decided protests, however, against deriving our 
Faith and our Dependent Practice from any other source than 
the Written Word of God, by no means constitute the sole tes- 
timony of the Primitive Church in regard to the matter now 
before us. 

The setting up of a pretended Apostolic Tradition as an inde- 
pendent ground of believing various particulars no where re- 
vealed in the Written Word, or (in the language of Mr. Keble) 
the allegation of an Apostolic Deposit independent of and dis- 
tinct from Scripture which propounds a body of truth and duty 
not contained in Scripture, was an eminent part, or perhaps, to 
speak more correctly, the very foundation itself of the early 
Heresy of the Gnostics. 

Now, so far from praising and sanctioning such a Scheme of 
Theology, we find the venerable Irenéus, in the name of the 
whole Church Catholic, warmly denouncing it, and declaring 
that no Apostolic Deposit distinct from and independent of 
Scripture had ever been heard of by the Bishops, those true suc- 
cessors of the Apostles. 

2A 
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Non enim per alios dispositionem salutis nostre cognovimus, 
quam per eos per quos Evangelium pervenit ad nos: quod qui- 
dem tunc PRECONIAVERUNT, postea vero, per Dei voluntatem, 
IN SCRIPTURIS NOBIS TRADIDERUNT, fundamentum et colum- 
nam fidei nostre futurum.—Cum enim ex SCRIPTURIS arguun- 
tur (scil. isti hzeretici), in accusationem convertuntur Scriptura- 
rum,—quia non possit ex his inveniri veritas ab his qui nesciant 
TRADITIONEM: non enim PER LITERAS traditam illam, sed 
PER VIVAM VOCEM.—Cum autem ad eam iterum traditionem, 
quze est ab Apostolis,—provocamus eos qui adversantur tradi- 
tioni: dicent,—se indubitaté et incontaminaté et sincere abscon- 
ditum scire mysterium.—Evenit itaque, neque Scripturis jam, 
neque Traditioni, consentire eos.—Traditionem itaque A postolo- 
rum, in toto mundo manifestatam, in Ecclesia adest perspicere 
omnibus qui vera velint audire: et habemus annumerare eos, 
qui ab Apostolis instituti sunt Episcopi in Ecclesiis, et succes- 
ores eorum usque ad nos, qui nihil tale docuerunt, neque cogno- 
verunt quale ab his deliratur. LEtenim, si recondita mysteria 
scissent Apostoli, quze seorsim et latentur ab reliquis Perfectos 
docebant, his vel maximé traderent ea quibus etiam ipsas Eccle- 
sias committebant. Tren. adv. heer. lib. iil. c. 1, 2, 3. 

It is quite clear from this passage, that no such Apostolic 
Deposit distinct from and independent of Scripture, as that for 
which Mr. Keble contends, was known, in the time when 
Trenéus wrote or about the year 175, to the Bishops and Clergy 
and People of the souud Church Catholic. The Gnostics, in- 
deed, boasted the possession of such a Deposit, which commu- 
nicated to them a stock of wisdom wnrevealed in the Written 
Word; but the Church rejected the vain pretence, and adhered 
solely to the familiar certitude of Scripture. 

As for the genuine apostolic tradition, to which Trenéus ap- 
peals in opposition to the spurious oral tradition of the Gnostics, 
it was evidently nothing more, than an universal expression as 
to how the Catholic Church from the very beginning, understood 
the doctrines propounded 1N Scripture: it was not a pretended 
oral tradition, which professes to declare doctrines NOT IN 
Scripture, and which claims for its independent declarations an 
authority equal to that of Scripture itself. 

This is quite manifest, because Irenéus distinctly gives us, 
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not only the universal prescriptive expression as to the true and 
familiar sense of Scripture, but likewise what may be called 
the written tradition of the entire Church to that effect, in the 
form of a Creed or Symbol: which Creed, be it observed, sets 
forth nothing save what is contained IN Scripture. Iren. adv. 
heer. lib. i. c. 2. 

Meanwhile, the sole binding Tradition, which the Church of 
the second century received as the foundation and column of the 
Faith, was that, which, in the present day, we are not wont to 
distinguish by the name of Tradition; even HoLy ScRIPTURE 
ITSELF. The Aposties, says Irenéus, subsequently DELIVERED to 
us in writing, to be the future foundation and column of our 
Faith, that, which at first they had preached orally. Quod 
quidem tunc preconiaverunt, postea, per Dei voluntatem, in 
Scripturis nobis TRADIDERUNT, fundamentum et columnam 
fidei nostree futurum. 

Such, then, on the sure and unequivocal attestation of His- 
tory, being the case, it inevitably follows: that St. Paul’s 
Good Deposit with Timothy, and the Traditions by word of 
mouth which he mentions, and the whole body of Apostolical 
Teaching antecedent to the composition of the New Testament, 
are all merged and absorbed in the COMPLETENESS of the Writ- 
ten Word, which the will and wisdom of God has provided for 
the future authoritative instruction of his Church. 

Hence, so far as Doctrine and Practice dependant upon 
Doctrine are concerned, if we are somewhat idly asked ; What 
Doctrines and appended practices were taught in St. Paul’s 
Good Deposit with Timothy: the ready answer is ; The very 
Doctines and the very Practices now committed to imperishable 
writing in the Completeness of the New Testament. 

2. The same System, however, which was finally committed 
to writing in the New Testament, was, as we must naturally 
suppose, at once, in its various parts, also committed to writing 
by the succession of the early doctors of the Church, and more- 
over taught orally (even as we now teach) to children and to 
catechumens. 

Consequently, in this sense, we may, if we so please, say 
with Mr. Keble; that Timothy’s Deposit did comprise matter, 
independent of, and distinct from, the truths which are directly 

2A 2 


356 APPENDIX. 


Scriptural: for the simple fact is, that the same truths, not two 
sets of distinct truths, have come down to us by two different 
though concurrently parallel channels; the Written Word of 
God, to wit; and the Unvarying Doctrinal Testimony of the 
Church Catholic from the beginning, as exemplified in her 
- Creeds, and in her Apologies, and in her Catecherical Teaching, 
and in the Chain of her Theological Writings where from the 
apostolic age downward those writings are consentaneous and 
unanimous. 

But, if ths be the sole amount of Mr. Keble’s meaning, I 
must needs say: that, to use such language, thus (it might 
almost seem) ambitiously obscure and ambiguous and oracular, 
is more calculated to perplex and mislead the generality of 
readers, than to answer any one beneficial purpose. 

For, surely, without a very careful explanation (and it is 
always better so to write in the jirst instance, as not to produce 
the necessity of a subsequent explanation), when we are told by 
Mr. Keble, of matter, orally delivered in the Deposit with 
Timothy, which is independent of, and distinct from, truths 
directly Scriptural : we are obviously, at the first blush, led to 
suppose: that we are exhorted to receive, with the Tridentines, 
a mighty supplemental mass of Traditions on the same footing 
of authority as Holy Scripture itself; not that we are merely 
enjoined to be thankful for yet additional evidence to the zden- 
tical truths, and (except, it may be, some instructions as to the 
liturgical mode in which the Primative Church did all things 
decently and in order, or some intimation as to how she classi- 
fied and arranged in her Symbols the revealed Doctrines of the 
Gospel) nothing more than the identical truths which are univer- 
sally propounded in the WRITTEN WORD OF GOD. 

Retain these traditions (ravtas wapadécess) spotless, says Cyril 
to his Catechumens: and keep yourselves without offence. 
Cyril. Hieros. Catech. Mystagog. v. p. 245. 

What traditions, I pray ? Were they oral traditions of certain 
Doctrines and Dependant Practices no¢ contained in the Written 
Word? 

Nothing of the sort. They were simply oral declarations and 
catechetical expositions of the truths already propounded in 
Holy Scripture : for Cyril had previously cautioned his pupils 
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to believe neither him nor any other person, unless they demon- 
strated the verity and soundness of their statements from the 
Divine Writings themselves. 

MyQd¢ gua TH radra co Aéyovts AwAws motedons, éav Thy andderkiy 
TOY KaTayyeronevwy ard Tay Belov wy ACBns ypapav' 4 ToTHpLa yup 
airy tH wiorens nudy, odx && evdperthoyias, GAA e& amodelEews Tay 
Geiwy eats ypagav. Cyril. Hieros. Catech. iv. p. 30. 

II. Every Doctrine, and every Dependant Practice, which 
was first taught orally by the Apostles, having thus merged in 
the Writings of the New Testament, we readily perceive the 
use, and the only use, to which the Unanimity of the Primeval 
Church Records can be legitimately applied. 

When a dispute arises in regard to the true meaning of 
Doctrinal Scripture, as that, for instance, between the Catholics 
and the Trinity-rejecting Humanitarians, we appeal, in the 
way of interpretation and on the simple principle of historical 
evidence, to the Unvarying Sense of the Church Universal from 
the very beginning: and, as an exemplification of this principle, 
I may refer the reader to various Works of my own, such as 
The Apostolicity of Trinitarianism and The Difficulties of 
Romanism and The Primitive Doctrine of Election and (I may 
add) this present Work The Primitive Doctrine of Justi- 
fication. 

In short, as Bishop Burnet very well states the entire mat- 
ter, We affirm that the Scriptures are A COMPLETE RULE OF 
FAITH, and that THE WHOLE CHRISTIAN RELIGION 2s con- 
tained in them and no where else: and, although we make great 
use of T'radition, especially that which is most ancient and near- 
est the source, to help us to A CLEAR UNDERSTANDING of the 
Scriptures ; yet, as to MATTERS OF FAITH, we reject all oral 
Lradition, as an incompetent mean of conveying down Doctrines 
tous: and we refuse to receive any Doctrine; that is not either 
expressly contained in Scripture or clearly proved from it. 
Burnet on the Art. art. vi. p. 89, Oxon. 

ILI. On this mere principle of Interpretation, we meet a 
variety of questions, which have been propounded to us, per- 
haps, on the part of the propounders, with more self-satisfac- 
tion than solidity. 

It has been asked, for instance : Where is the SCRIPTURAL au- 


358 APPENDIX. 


thority, for liturgzcally observing the first day of the week rather 
than the seventh, and for baptising infants as well asadults ? 

I readily answer; that, As the true INTERPRETATION of 
Scripture is afforded to us by the unanimous voice and practice 
of the Early Church from the very beginning, we have SCRIP- 
TURAL authority for both. 

1. The first day of the week is more than once mentioned in 
Scripture, as the day on which, under direct apostolic autho- 
rity, the Primitive Christians assembled together, for the pur- 
pose of worship and of hearing the word preached and of 
matters directly connected with their Ecclesiastical Societyship : 
and St. John specially designates one day in the week by the 
name of The Lord’s Day. See Acts xx. 7. 1 Corinth. xvi. 2. 
Rev. i. 10; and compare John xx. 19, 26. 

Now what is the Lord’s Day, mentioned by St. John? Is it, 
or is it not, identical with the first day of the week, on which 
St. Paul is recorded to have preached, when the disciples, to all 
appearance, statedly, came together to break bread or to cele- 
brate the Eucharist? If identical, was it the day specially set 
apart by the Apostles themselves, as the day of religious rest 
and worship under the Christian Dispensation ? 

All these questions are duly answered by the interpretative 
practice of the Early Church, as historically recorded by Jus- 
tin Martyr in the second century. 

The Lord’s Day is the day which then was, and still is, 
familiarly called Sunday. On that day, the Primitive Christ- 
ians always statedly assembled for the purpose of devotion. 
And the reason of its dedication was the circumstance, that on 
that day, the Lord rose again from the dead. See Justin. Apol. 
i, Oper. p. 77. 

2. So likewise, with respect to Baptism, we read in Scripture 
of whole households being baptized simultaneously. Acts xvi. 
15, 83; 1 Cor: i. 16; 

Here, if we nakedly take up Scripture, its meaning may be 
disputed, for, in the mention of such general baptisings, it 
may be disputed, whether infants were, or were not, designed 
to be included. 

But, if we resort to the recorded practice of the Church, the 
dispute will be speedily settled ; for that practice interprets the 
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litigated texts in a sense, favourable to Pedobaptism, unfavour- 
able to Antipedobaptism. 

The antient practice of Infant-Baptism, as accordant with 
the true sense of Holy Scripture, is plainly insinuated, though 
not specifically mentioned, by Clement of Rome: and it is 
directly attested by Irenéus and Tertullian and Cyprian and 
Origen and Augustine ; even to say nothing of more than one of 
the Primeval Councils. See Clem. Rom. Epist. ad Corinth. i. 
§ 17. Iren. adv. her. lib. ii. c. 39. p. 137. Tertull. de Bap- 
tism. Oper. p. 710. Cyprian. Epist. Ixiv. Oper. vol. i. p. 
158—161. Orig. in Luc. Homil. xiv. August. de Baptism. 
cont. Donat. lib. iv. c. 23, 24. Oper. vol. vii. p. 52, 53. 
Concil. Melivet. can. ii. Concil. in Trull. can. Ixxxiv. On 
this last, see the appended Scholia of Balsamon, Zonaras, and 
Aristenus. 


NUMBER il. 


THE PRINCIPLE OF THE CHURCH OF ENGLAND TOUCHING 
AN APPEAL TO THE FATHERS. 


It is highly deserving of observation: that as the eleventh 
Article of the Anglican Church refers to the Homily of Salva- 
tion for a more full statement of the Doctrine of Justification ; 
so the Homily itself appeals to the old ancient Authors of 
Christ’s Church, for the due establishment of the System which — 
it lays down and maintains. 

In this procedure, the wise writers of the Homily in ques- 
tion exemplify the sound Principle of the Church of England : 
the principle, to wit; that Scripture is the sole Rule of Faith ; 
but that, since no Rule can be practically used as a Rule until 
it be first interpreted and understood, we must, for the interpre- 
tation of this our Sole Rule Scripture, resort, not to the wan- 
tonness of our own arbitrary dogmatism, but to the ascertained 
Concurrence of the Primitive Church from the beginning. 

Holy Scripture containeth all things necessary to salvation: 
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80 that, whatsoever is not read therein, nor may be proved there- 
by, is not to be required of any man, that it should be believed 
as an Article of the Faith, or be thought requisite or necessary 
to Salvation. Art. vi. 

Preachers shall especially take heed, that, in the course of 
their sermons, they never teach any thing to be religiously held 
and believed by the people, save what is agreeable to the Doc- 
trine of the Old or New Testament, and save what the Catholic 
Fathers and Ancient Bishops have collected out of that very 
Doctrine. Canon. Eccles. Anglican. xix. A. D. 1571. 

I. We have noted, how, in the matter of Justification, the 
English Church, agreeably to this Principle, appeals to the 
Consent of Ecclesiastical Antiquity; let us now hear, how 
Cranmer carried out her sentiments, how Jewel and Ridley ex- 
pounded them, and how the great Casaubon understood and 
lauded them. 

1. The attestation of Parker of Canterbury, to the principle 
and practice of his illustrious predecessor Cranmer, is well 
worth the attention of those, who seem to think, that a depar- 
ture from the avowed System of our English Reformation is 
the best and most consistent mode of upholding that same 
Reformation. 

He unrolled the most ancient Fathers, both Greek and 
Latin: he investigated all the Councils and every part of Anti- 
quity up to the very times of the Apostles. Parker. Cantua- 
rens. Antiquit. Britann. p. 331. 

2. The same Principle is repeatedly and fully expounded by 
Bishop Jewel. 

These doctrines have we learned, from Christ, from the Apos- 
tles, and from the holy Fathers: and the same, with all good 
faith, we teach to the people of God. Juell. Apol. Eccles. 
Anglican. apud Enchirid. Theol. vol. 1. p. 228. 

From the Primitive Church, from the Apostles, from Christ, 
we have not departed. Ibid. p. 295. 

We have resorted, as much as we possibly could, to the Church 
of the Apostles and of the ancient Catholic Bishops and 
Fathers:—nor have we directed, to their rites and instetutes, 
our doctrine only, but likewise our administration of the sacra- 
ments and the form of our public prayers.—For we judged, 
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that a restoration ought to be sought from that precise quarter, 
whence the first beginnings of religion might be deduced. This 
principle, says the very ancient Father Tertullian, avails against 
all heresies : Whatsoever is first, is true; whatsoever is later, 
is adulterate. Jn like manner, Irenéus often appealed to the 
most ancient Churches ; inasmuch as they were nearer to Christ, 
and inasmuch as it is scarcely credible that they could have 
erred, Ibid. p. 323. 

From Holy Scripture, which we know to be infallible, we have 
sought out a certain sure form of Religion: and we have re- 
turned to the Primitive Church of the Ancient Fathers and 
Apostles; that is to say, we have returned to the very rudiments 
and beginnings, and, as rt were, to the very fountains themselves. 
Ibid. p. 340. 

3. The same Principle, again, is still insisted upon by the 
martyred Bishop Ridley. 

Transubstantiation, as a doctrine, falsifies the statements of 
the Orthodox Fathers: it falsifies also the Catholic Faith, 
which Vigilius, a martyr and a grave author, declares, to have 
been delivered down from the Apostles, to have been corroborated 
by the blood of the martyrs, and to have been guarded by the 
faithful down to his age. By the statements of the Orthodox 
Fathers, I mean those of Justin, Irenéus, Tertullian, Origen, 
Eusebius—Emissenus, Athanasius, Cyril, Epiphanius, Jerome, 
Chrysostom, Augustine, Vigilius, Bertram, and others of the 
most ancient Fathers. Protest. Ridl. apud. Enchir. Theol. 
vol. i. p. 89. 

4. Lastly, we may observe, how the Anglican Principle 
was understood and lauded by the great Casaubon. 

With Melancthon and the Church of England, I could wish 
that our Articles of Faith should be derwed, from the fountain 
of Holy Scripture, through the channel of Antiquity. Other- 
wise, what end will there ever be of perpetual innovation ? 
Casaub. Epist. 744. 

If Tam not greatly mistaken, the soundest part of the whole 
Reformation is to be found in England: for there, along with 
the study of Essential Truth, florishes also the study of Anti- 
guity. Ibid. Epist. 837. 

The King and the whole Church of England pronounce ; that 
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they acknowledge, for true, and at the same time necessary to 
salvation, that doctrine alone: which, welling out from the 
fountain of Holy Scripture, has been derived, through the con- 
sent of the Ancient Church, as through a channel, down to these 
present times. Ibid. Epist. 838. 

II. Thus rationally and soberly theologises the truly Aposto- 
lic Church of England ; and those moderns know little either of 
her Principle or ofher Practice, who would expose her to the 
scoffs of the Romanists, by gratuitously exhibiting her under 
the false aspect of an advocate for all the wildness and uncer- 
tainty of insulated and uninformed Private Judgment; as 
if she made every man, qualified or unqualified, with ex- 
amination or without examination, his own prophet and his 
own church. 

Truly, in the hands of such a goodly company of preachers, 
the City of God would speedily indeed become, a very Babel, 
a mere City of Confusion ! 

The exhortation of the English Church to her children may 
be conceived to run in some such manner as the following. 

Qualify yourselves: and then judge, upon the intelligible 
Principle of adequate Historical Testimony, whether I indeed 
declare unto you the mind of Scripture. But, without qualifi- 
cation, what can your mere insulated Private Judgment be 
worth? If you either cannot, or will not, qualify yourselves : 
your Judgment must, as plain common sense teaches, lie in 
abeyance. In that case, just as you depend upon your lawyer 
or your physician, because you have not studied Law or 
Physic agreeably to the fixed Principles of those sciences ; so, 
because you have not studied Theology agreeably to the fixed 
Ecclesiastical Principle of that science, must you be even con- 
tent to depend upon my decisions, Meanwhile, fancy not that 
I have the slightest wish to hoodwink you or to exact the blind 
submission demanded by the Romish Priesthood. I simply 
say: Qualify yourselves, by a diligent study of Primitive An- 
éiquity, to decide what are really the doctrines taught in the 
Bible ; and then, like reasonable beings, exercise your right of 
Judgment upon Evidence, as to what Scripture does or does not 
propound for our belief as Articles of Faith. 

II]. To this effect, I apprehend, speaks the Anglican 
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Church: and, in her language, I certainly cannot discern any 
absurdity. 

1. Unless I greatly mistake, the DIRECT purpose of that 
Church, in her godly work of self-reformation, was not so much 
to run counter to the Church of Rome (with which, in truth, as 
a perfectly independent Church, she had no concern), as to re- 
turn to the Catholic Church of Primitive Antiquity. 

From this purpose, sprang, no doubt, her protest against the 
Roman Church: nor in the way of cause and effect, could it 
well be otherwise. But, still, her censure of Rome, however 
just, was the INCIDENT only: her return to Catholic Antiquity 
was the PURPOSE. 

Such a Purpose, indeed, even had she wished it, she could 
not have carried into effect without tacitly censuring the Ro- 
mish Apostasy: but, nevertheless, she might have carried it 
into the utmost fulness of effect, without saying a single sylla- 
ble about the corruptions of Popery. 

Hence, if we please, we may call her a Protestant Church 
as well as a Primitively Reformed Church : but, in the conven- 
tional sense which the word Protestant has now acquired, we 
must never forget, that her Protest is only the INCIDENT, 
while her Primitive Reform is the PURPOSE. 

2. In this peculiarity, if I rightly comprehend her case as it 
is excellently explained by Jewel and as it was indisputably 
understood by Casaubon, she stands distinct and apart, both 
from any other Reformed Church, (save her two independent 
daughters, the Reformed Episcopal Churches of Scotland and 
America), and likewise from all the various Sects of scattered 
Dissidents who dislike and renounce her Communion. 

Hence it was, that, in her Liturgy, she systematically re- 
tained whatever in the Romish Missal was scriptural and pri- 
mitive : not perceiving any good reason, why she should pro- 
miscuously reject alike, the venerable remains of true Catholic- 
ism, and the spurious superstructure of hay and stubble piled 
upon it at a later period by a s¢mulated Catholicism. 

And hence, at the same time, it was, that some of her igno- 
rant opponents, whom in her own archaistic language of the 
day, she would term certain slanderous folk, and who seem to 
have fancied that true religion consists, rather in the widest 
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possible departure from every thing that has ever been touched by 
Rome, than in an appeal to Scripture, the Sole Rule of Faith, 
as understood from the beginning by Unanimous Antiquity, its 
best and most legitimate Interpreter; hence it was that some 
of those opponents triumphantly deemed themselves to have 
given her a death-stab, when they ludicrously enough denomi- 
nated her unrivalled Liturgy An ill-numbled Mass- Book. 

These somewhat tastless individuals perceived not, that, what 
they idly imagined her to have done from a lurking wish to re- 
visit the flesh-pots of the spiritual Egypt, she had really done 
from a fixed System quite irrespective of that same leek-pro- 
ducing country : a System which would equally have been 
acted upon, had the figurative leeks been produced only within 
her own independent domain, and had Egypt and all her frogs 
been for ever overwhelmed and scattered by the mythologic 
Gceames. Let her PRINCIPLE of reformation, only, be borne 
in mind: and her PRACTICE will be, at once, perfectly intelli- 
gible, and perfectly consistent. She determinately wished, as 
Causabon speaks, to acknowledge alone that Doctrinal System, 
which, welling out from the fountain of Holy Scripture, has 
been derived, down to the present time, through the consent of 
the Ancient Church as through a channel. And, accordingly, 
on this precise ground, the same eminent person pronounces her 
Scheme of Reformation to be the soundest of ald the Schemes 
that were severally adopted in the sixteenth century. It re- 
ceived from him that honourable and glorious character, BE- 
CAUSE, within her hallowed walls, along with the devout 
study of Essential Truth, flourished also the diligent study of 
Antiquity. 

3. Whenever, under the vain upstart plea of insulated and 
endependent and uninformed Private Judgment, the Church of 
England shall depart from the complexity of her own recognised 
mode of theologising, Ichabod will be written, in characters of 
fire, upon her recreant forehead. She will have quitted the 
path of Cranmer and of Ridley and of Jewel and of our wise 
Reformers: and she will be on the high road to every evil 
imagination. Like a ship without a rudder, she will be carried 
about by each wind of doctrine, whatever may be the fashiona- 
ble humour of the day: and the obvious reason will be, because, 
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in such a supposed case, she has forsaken the stedfastness of 
Historical Testimony, and has trusted to her own vain and un- 
authorised hallucinations. 

4, Perhaps it might be useful to inquire : whether the plague 
has not already gone forth among us; whether, in the pride of 
our high speculations, we are not, even now, in our irreverent 
dealing with God’s Word, too frequently building upon the in- 
dependent sufficiency of our own unaided powers of interpreta- 
tion; whether, in the stubborn self-conceit of our own insulated 
knowledge, we are not, too many of us, among those, whose 
language is, We are they, and wisdom will die with us: but I 
forbear; and with real feeling of christian anxiety when I be- 
hold the facility with which strange doctrines are disseminated 
and received among us, leave the consideration of these matters 
to those whom they may concern. Suffice it to say, that this 
spirit of arrogant self-sufficiency and inflated self-dependence, 
in the work of Scriptural Tnterpretation, is the very spirit of 
high-vaulting Socinianism and of neologistic Rationalism. The 
pretence is, An honouring of the Bible: the reality is, An over- 
weening estimate of ourselves. 

IV. From what has been said and exhibited, we may now 
safely lay it down: that, In the settlement of Articles of Faith 
on the authority of Scripture the only Rule, the PRINCIPLE of 
the Anglican Church is that of AN APPEAL TO THE RECORD- 
ED CONSENT OF PRIMITIVE ANTIQUITY FROM THE VERY 
BEGINNING. 

This CONSENT may be variously recorded, either in the early 
Creeds, or in the early Apologies, or in the early Liturgies so 
far as they accord with the early Creeds, or in the concurring 
statements and unanimous expositions of the early Fathers. 

Its character, until broken in upon by innovating heresy or 
error, is: that So far as we can learn from distinct HISTORI- 
CAL TESTIMONY, the CONSENT in question has, every where and 
universally, subsisted from the beginning. 

In other words, its character is: that Jt can justly claim the 
possession of the QUOD SEMPER, QUOD UBIQUE, QUOD AB OM- 
NIBUS, laid down and demanded, in order to the safe and exclu- 
swe reception of really Catholic Doctrines, by the sagacious 
Vincent of Lirins. 
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Thus the PRINCIPLE of the English Church is, in truth, 
nothing more, than the easy and reasonable and intelligible 
Principle of HISTORICAL TESTIMONY TO A NAKED FACT. 

She calls in the aid of such Ancient Documents as (happily, 
in sufficient abundance) we possess: not under the aspect of 
their abstractedly possessing any mysterious right or power of 
interpreting Scripture ; but simply under the aspect of their 
being WITNESSES to the Scheme of Doctrine, which, by the 
Primitive Church from the very beginning, was understood to 
be taught by the Apostles and to be propounded in the Written 
Word. 

For she rightly and solidly judges: that, If, on adequate 
HISTORICAL TESTIMONY, this NAKED FACT can be ascertained 
and established, she has thereby reached what may weli be 
deemed a moral impossibility of serious error. 

As Tertullian wisely determines, and as Bishop Jewel 
soundly quotes him to that effect, Those Doctrines which were 
universally received FROM THE FIRST, cannot but be true: 
while those Doctrines, which are evidently shewn to have been 
brought in AT A LATER PERIOD, cannot but be spurious and 
adulterate. 

V. One might really think, that so very plain and ob- 
vious a PRINCIPLE, as that of mere HISTORICAL TESTI- 
MONY TO A FACT, could scarcely have been mistaken 
and misrepresented. Yet, strange to say, it has, again and 
again, been misapprehended: insomuch that some persons 
might seem, either physically incapable of understanding it, 
or through prejudice and perverseness determined to shut their 
eyes against the very absoluteness of its simplicity. 

Hence, I suppose, it is, that so many foolish things have been 
said, and (the more the pity) written to boot, touching an Ap- 
peal to the Consent of the Early Fathers. Perhaps. it may 
throw yet further light upon a matter which, however, might 
fairly claim to require but very little illustration, if I here 
notice some of the extraordinary grounds of repudiating an 
Appeal to Primitive Antiquity, which happen to have come 
within my own observation. > 

1. I have somewhere, though I cannot specify the exact 
place, actually seen a grave attempt to depreciate the value of 
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such an Appeal, on the peculiarly modest score: that The most 
ancient of the ecclesiastical writers were ignorant and ill- 
informed men; being in the faculty of extracting doctrines from 
the Bible by the instrumentality of acute crilicasm, far inferior 
to many Divines of this present age. 

(1.) Now, whatever may have been the critical or scientific 
attainments of the primitive writers, the present question is one, 
not of CRITICAL SKILL, but simply Of HONEST TESTIMONY : 
for the ancients are appealed to, not as CRITICAL EXPOSITORS 
of Scripture, but simply as FAITHFUL WITNESSES in regard to 
what doctrines the early Church, under the teaching of the 
Apostles had learned to deduce from Scripture. 

Here those individuals are obviously placed in a situation, 
which even the profoundest critical Divine of our lauded nine- 
teenth century is physically precluded from occupying. Such 
a Divine may, as long as he pleases, draw upon the resources 
of his own insulated private judgment for the purpose of in- 
geniously speculating upon the true sense of the Bible: but, let 
his acumen be what it may, he can never, in the very nature of 
things, be a WITNESS, capable of attesting, from his own perso- 
nal knowledge, the actual interpretation of Doctrinal Scripture, 
unanimously received by that Church, which, either imme- 
diately, or through the intervention of a single link, had con- 
versed with the apostles themselves. 

In order to the bearing of such TESTIMONY toa NAKED FACT, 
nothing more, I submit, is wanted, than Plain Common Sense 
associated with Thorough Honesty. 

(2.) For the exemplification of this matter, let us take, for 
instance, the first of the Fathers, Clement of Rome: who died 
about the year 100 ; and who, consequently survived the com- 
position of all the Canonical Books of the New Testament. 

This holy man was the friend and associate of St. Paul: and 
he is honourably described by the Apostle himself, as his fellow- 
labourer in the Gospel. Now, very possibly (though, in truth 
we know nothing about the matter), Clement might not have 
been so profound a critic or so accomplished a general scholar 
as some theological luminary of the present day. But what 
then ? Can we suppose either that he himself could have been 
ignorant of the true sense of that Gospel in which he laboured 
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conjointly with St. Paul, or that he could not have assuredly 
known how the Canonical Books were understood and ex- 
pounded in the Catholic Church? The supposition is too pre- 
posterous to be admitted for a moment. And, indeed, if we 
admit it, we directly cast a slur upon the inspiration of St. 
Paul himself: for, if Clement, by reason of his inferiority to 
modern luminaries, were ignorant of the real sense of the Gos- 
pel and disqualified to decide what were and what were not its 
genuine doctrines ; the Apostle must have grievously erred in 
recording him as a faithful and efficient fellow-labourer in the 
predication of that identical Gospel. 

(3.) Exactly the same remark applies to the two other A pos- 
tolical Fathers, Ignatius of Antioch and Polycarp of Smyrna. 

These were alike disciples of St. John: and they alike sur- 
vived the composition of the entire New Testament. Under 
such circumstances, let their critical acumen and literary ad- 
vantages have been what they may, it is morally impossible, 
as honest men of plain common sense, for them to have been 
ignorant of the several bare FAcTS: that The Apostles taught 
so and so; that The Canonical Books of the New Testament 
ought, in matters of doctrine, to be understood thus and thus ; 
and that accordingly, Both they themselves ministerially incul- 
cated, and the Catholic Church universally received, the Scheme 
of Doctrine, thus delivered by the Apostles, and thus committed 
to the safeguard of imperishable writing. To ATTEST these 
FACTS, nothing was wanted, save in the capacity of faithful 
EYE-WITNESSES and EAR-WITNESSES, their full knowledge of 
the FACTS THEMSELVES: and, to scoff at the asserted illiterate- 
ness, or incompetence of men circumstanced as Ignatius and 
Polycarp were circumstanced, is, practically, neither more nor 
less, than to charge the inspired Apostles, with having com- 
mitted, to a couple of men deplorably ignorant of the doctrines 
of the Gospel, the episcopal superintendance and government of 
the two great Churches of Antioch and Smyrna. Ingenious 
criticism and literary illumination are here quite beside the 
mark. Hence the very unskilful person, who would under- 
value these early Fathers, on the alleged ground (I write, as one 
who has actually seen the portent with his own bodily eyes), 
that modern Private-Judgment Divines are better critics, and, 
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under that aspect, are better qualified to determine the true 
import of Doctrinal Scripture: hence, I say, this person can 
only excuse his fatuity by a decent confession of his complete 
ignorance as to the real points and bearings of the question. 

(4.) In truth, when we resort to the record of History for the. 
purpose of evidentially ascertaining what doctrines the Primi- 
tive Church Catholic universally received from the beginning, 
as preached by the Apostles, and as through them or under 
them finally committed to the Written Word: what we want, 
are, not the VERBAL CRITICISM of Insulated Private Judg- 
ment, in the nineteenth century, but COMPETENT WITNESSES to 
bare facts in the first and thence onward to the second and suc- 
ceeding centuries; such WITNESSES, from the very beginning, 
being always unanimous in their testimony ; and later writers, 
when they contradict earlier writers, being rejected as not 
affording admissable evidence. 

Nothing, therefore is more stangely childish, than to value 
the mere insulated and totally unevidential sPpECULATION of 
any modern, respecting the sense of Doctrinal Scripture, more 
highly than the direct ATTESTATION of men placed in the situ- 
ation of Clement and Ignatius and Polycarp, and, I will add, 
the concurrent and corroborative ATTESTATION of Justin and 
Athenagoras and Irenéus in the immediately following eccle- 
siastical succession. No man, in the present day, can be cir- 
cumstanced as the Apostolical Fathers and their next suc- 
cessors were-circumstanced : because no man, in the present 
day, however great, whether in reality or in imagination, may 
be his critical or scientific attainments, can be an EYE-WIT- 
NESS or an EAR-WITNESS to the FACTS; that The Apostles thus 
and thus taught, and that The Primitive Church, under their 
guidance thus and thus interpreted the doctrinal parts of Scrip- 
ture. The whole principle of the Quod semper, quod ubique, 
quod ab omnibus, rests upon the basis of AN UNVARIED TESTI- 
MONY FROM THE VERY BEGINNING: whereas the present 
egregious blunder, palpably as the very groundwork of its objec- 
tion, strangely places the Old Apostolic Fathers and some re- 
putedly clever Modern Divines in the same condition of painful 
COMMENTATORS, labouring alike, by dint of study and of criti- 
cism, to elicit the true import of the Sacred Volume; and then, 
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just as if SOLITARY COMMENT were the matter in hand, gravely 
determines, that the Modern Divine is likely to prove the 
better COMMENTATOR of the two. 

Most excellent, and most apposite to the present point is 
the remark of the learned Dodwell: that, as interpreters, not 
as rivals or adversaries, of the Apostles, the early Fathers, who 
stood chronologically so close to the Apostles, are much prefer- 
able to a whole host of Daillés and Salmases and Blondels and 
any other moderns, however respectable such moderns may be 
in regard to literature. 

Patres hic obtendimus, Apostolorum non adversarios, sed 
duntaxat interpretes. Proinde dicimus, interpretes Apostolorum 
magis idoneos habendos, esse proxime ab Apostolis memorize 
Patres, quam Dallevus, quam Salmasios, quam Blondellos, 
quam alios quoscunque hodiernorum szculorum etiam litera- 
tissimos. Dodwell. Diss. in Iren. Pref. § LI. 

The reason is obvious. An unsupported modern can never, 
in the way of doctrine, propound more, than his own mere 
private insulated OPINION. He is not, and cannot be, a 
WITNESS. 

(5.) Under this aspect, the question of my clerical friends, 
as mentioned in my Preface, was not a little important. For, 
if, without any variation and from the very beginning, the doc- 
trine of Justification, as maintained by Mr. Knox, had, always 
and everywhere, been taught as the true sense of Scripture: I 
certainly perceive not, how, upon any intelligible grounds of 
evidence, it could be rejected, in favour of what, according to 
such a supposition, would plainly be a mere modern unau- 
thorised SPECULATION of some individual’s insulated private 
judgment. 

Hence, Mr. Knox shewed his wisdom and exhibited his 
perfectly clear understanding of the genuine principle of scrip- 
tural interpretation, when, in favour of the Doctrinal Scheme 
which he patronised, he claimed, from the very beginning (for 
he would fain make even the Roman Clement bis own) down 
to the age of the Reformation, the unanimous suffrage of the 
Catholic Church. Touching the doctrine of Justification, he 
has boldly vindicated to himself the Quod semper; quod ubique, 
quod ab omnibus. Thus he has, at once, brought the questien 
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to the Consent of the early Fathers is the allegation: that Such 
an appeal is an appeal, from the authority of Scripture, to the 
authority of men. 

This allegation is at once, false in fact, and childish in its 
inconsistency. 

(1.) In point of fact, it is absolutely false. 

As Dodwell, already cited, justly observes, we allege the 
early Fathers, not as ADVERSARIES, but as INTERPRETERS, of 
the Apostles. We appeal, not from the AUTHORITY of Scrip- 
ture to the AUTHORITY of men: we dream not of the madness 
of alleging the JUDGMENT of men against the JUDGMENT of 
God. We simply call in the consent of Antiquity to ATTEST 
the mode, in which our only acknowledged Rule of Faith 
ought to be INTERPRETED. 

(2.) In its inconsistency, furthermore, it is absolutely 
childish. 

They, who familiarly make it under the specious claim of 
honouring the Bible, really do nothing more, than, in the 
matter of interpretation, invite us to reject the human authority 
of the Fathers in favour of their own individual equally human 
authority. 

For, since it is quite clear that the Bible cannot be used 
practically as a RULE OF FAITH until by interpretation we 
annex to its words some sense or other, they, who profess to 
honour its autocracy by despising the concurrent interpretations 
of the early Fathers, most unaccountably seem not to perceive ; 
that, while they profess to appeal to the Bible alone, they 
really appeal only to the particular sense which they put upon 
it by their own private interpretations instead of appealing to 
the particular sense which is put upon it by the interpretations 
of the Early Witnessing Church: and how by any modern it 
can be consistently said, that an appeal to the interpretation of — 
the Fathers is an appeal from the authority of the Bible ¢o 
mere human authority, while yet an appeal to this same 
modern’s own interpretation is NOT an appeal from the au- 
thority of the Bible to mere human authority; is certainly, in. 
no wise, very easy of comprehension. For, unless the modern 
in question be prepared, with a grave face, to maintain, that 
his projected interpretation of the Bible is NoT a human inter- 
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pretation, it is difficult to understand how such an assertion 
can for a single moment be sustained. 

3. A third very common ground of rejecting the ancient 
Fathers will be found in the trite allegation : that, In the Works 
of those writers, various absurdities, and even some unscriptural 
doctrines may be detected. 

This allegation is founded entirely upon that odd sort of 
misapprehension, which Logicians call Jgnorati Elenchi. 

The argument runs: that The aboriginal concurrence of the 
early Fathers, in the interpretation of Doctrinal Scripture 
affords good HISTORICAL TESTIMONY to the Apostolical sound- 
ness of such interpretation. 

The answer to the argument, as involved in the present 
allegation, runs: that The early Fathers sometimes indulge in 
fooleries, and sometimes advance doctrines which are not to be 
found in Scripture. 

Now where is the man, that does not instantaneously and 
instinctively perceive the utter irrelevancy of such an answer ? 
He, that gives it, has palpably misapprehended the very drift 
and purport of the argument, which he would claim to meet 
and confute. 

(1.) Let it be freely granted: that the writings of the 
Fathers may peradventure contain certain fooleries, as that of 
the Roman Clement concerning the Phenix, and that of Igna- 
tius concerning Mary’s virginity and Christ's birth being kept a 
profound secret from the Devil; or even that they may contain 
some ugly specimens of unscriptural doctrine, as that of Ter- 
tullian, when he advises a good woman to pray for the soul of 
her departed husband, not indeed that he might be delivered 
from Purgatory (for that fancy was Tertullian’s chronological 
junior), but that he might be a partaker of the first resurrection 
instead of waiting for the second: what then? I venture to ask. 
Do these circumstances at all diminish the authoritative value 
of those interpretations of Scripture, which the Fathers give us, 
under the aspect of TESTIFYING them to exhibit the sense of 
the Catholic Church, from the very beginning, in regard to 
really Catholic Dectrines. 

When, from age to age, without any variation, the WITNESS- 
ING Fathers deliver, as the sense of the whole Church, an 
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imterpretation of certain texts, for instanee, which sets them 
forth as declaring the doctrine of the Trinity or the doctrine of 
Christ’s Godhead, or the doctrine of the Atonement and the 
like; when, from the very beginning, in perpetual harmony, 
they professedly speak, not merely their own private sentiments, 
but the sentiments of the Church at large: I certainly cannot 
help thinking, that the authority of their ATTESTING interpre- 
tation considerably transcends the authority of any mere private 
NON-ATTESTING interpretation even though it may haply have 
been struck out in the full light of the nineteenth century. 

(2.) But it may be asked: What are we to do with thear 
occasional statements of unscriptural, and therefore false doc- 
trine; as that, for instance, of Tertullian’s recommendation of 
offering up prayer for the dead. 

On the Anglican Principle, nothing can be more easy than 
the reply to such a question. Our excellent Church, highly 
and solidly, as she regards Antiquity, gives an answer at 
once. 

In her sixth Article, already cited, she pronounces: that 
nothing is to be taught or imposed as an Article of Faith, lad 
it rests upon the authority of Holy Scripture. 

Therefore, if any individual or particular Father advances a 
doctrine or enforces a practice which will not bear this test, 
that doctrine and that practice we throw aside. 

Let the test, then, be applied to the case now before us. 

Does Scripture any where recommend or sanction or enjoin 
or even permit, that We should pray for the dead, in order that 
they may partake of the first resurrection ? 

Certainly not. 

Why, then, on the principle of the Anglican Church, we 
forthwith turn over such an idle phantasy to the utter disregard 
which it so richly merits. 

(3.) It may be urged that the Church of England herself 
exhorts: Let us diligently search for the well of life in the 
books of the New and Old Testament, and not run to THE 
STINKING PUDDLES OF MEN’S TRADITIONS, devised by men’s 
imagination, for our Justification and Salvation. A Fruitful 
Exhort. to the reading of Holy Scripture. Homil. p. 2 

No doubt, she does; and very properly too. But what then? 
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What has this to do with the present topic; which respects 
pot the vain devices of man’s imagination; and which altogether 
relates to the point of bare HISTORICAL TESTIMONY ? 

The Church of England, in the cited passage, only guards us 
against the unauthoritative and unscriptural traditions of the 
Church of Rome; which, though they contradict and overlay 
and add to and make void the Gospel, claim, as the Tridentines 
plead on their behalf, to be received by the pious on a perfect 
equality with the Written Word itself: she does not caution 
us against the sound and universally harmonizing interpretations 
of Scripture; which, as she quaintly speaks, we find, in the 
old ancient authors, under the aspect of the WELL-ATTESTED 
standard and unvarying doctrine of the Church Catholic from 
the very beginning. 

Truly, if our Church, by the name of the stinking puddles of 
men’s traditions, warned us against these : she would directly 
contradict, both her own injunctions, and her own consistent 
practice. 

4, A fourth objection to an appeal to the HISTORICAL TES- 
TIMONY, afforded, by the early Fathers, to the interpretation 
of Doctrinal Scripture on the part of the Catholic Church, 
from the beginning, has lately been put forth by the Editor of 
the Dublin Christian Examiner. 

We consider it, says he, an appeal vicious in principle, and 
znconvenient and impracticable in detail. Supplem. to Christ. 
Exam. A.D. 1837. p. 933. 

It is truly wonderful, that there should seem to be such an 
inveterate dislike, in the present day, to a Principle, which is 
nothing more than the very basis of ail credible History: the 
Principle of ADEQUATE TESTIMONY TO FACTS. Our vene- 
rable Reformers may wisely build upon it : common sense 
may teach us its necessity and its value: we ourselves may 
regularly act upon it in all ordinary secular matters. But, in 
the light of this our nineteenth century, the whole is judged 
insufficient : and, what is uniformly admitted in every other 
particular wherein FACTS are concerned, is to be systematically 
rejected in the study of Theology ! 

We consider it, says the Editor, an appeal, vicious in princi- 
ple, and inconvenient and impracticable in detail. 
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In other words, the ESTABLISHMENT OF FACTS UPON EVI- 
DENCE Is vecious in principle; whence it ought to be rejected : 
and impracticable in detail; whence, perforce, it must be 
rejected 

This grave decision, on the part of a professed churchman, 
may seem to be attended with some yet additional incon- 
venience. 

If, for the EVIDENTIAL ESTABLISHMENT OF A FACT, an 
appeal to The Unanimity of the Fathers from the beginning, 
be vicious in principle: then has the Reformed Church of 
England adopted and enforced a Principle inherently vicious 
in its very nature; then have Cranmer and Ridley and Jewel 
and Parker, with many more of our greatest ecclesiastical 
luminaries, served only as insecure guides to the developement 
of Scriptural truth; ¢hen has Casaubon vainly praised the 
Anglican Church, for what, all the while, in the judgment of 
one of her modern sons, is her blot and her disgrace. 

if, again, such an appeal be impracticable in detail: then 
has the Church of England been guilty of the egregious folly 
of recommending to her Clergy a mode of theologising and of 
thence instructing their people, which, in the very nature of 
things, she well knew could never be carried into effect ; then 
has the best and wisest of her members, for, verily, there 
were giants in the land in those days, been content, to reecho 
her note of folly, and thus past redemption to stultify them- 
selves through all succeeding generations. 

But, to pass over what I must needs deem the indecorum of 
such a decision on the part of a professed churchman, let us 
descend to the intrinsic merits of the case itself. 

(1.) The appeal, we are assured, is vicious in principle. 

If we ask the reason why it is thus pronounced to be viczous 
in principle, the answer given to us is: Because the doctrinal 
statements, contained in Scripture, are more plain than the doc- 
trinal statements put forth by the Fathers. 

In the abstract, and severally, the doctrinal statements of 
the Fathers may, or may not, be less plain than the doctrinal 
statements contained in Scripture. But this, I take it, is not 
quite a correct view of the matter. The real state of the case 
T suppose to be the following. 7 
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A dispute, we will say, occurs, respecting the import of a 
doctrinal statement in Scripture. Whereupon, to settle the 
dispute, an appeal is made to the testimony afforded by the 
ancient interpretation of the Fathers. In the first instance, 
a single statement only of a single Father is produced in evi- 
dence: and the answer, forthwith given, is; that The import of 
that statement may be disputed quite as much as the import of 
the scriptural statement. Upon this, for the purpose of meet- 
ing such an objection, a multiplicity of statements from a mul- 
tiplicity of Fathers, is produced, wherein each Father using his 
own mode of expression, they ALL plainly concur in bearing 
the SAME testimony as to the true meaning of the litigated pas- 
sage in Scripture. 

Now, in this case, to say that We may differ quite as much 
and as fairly touching the sense of Universal Primitive An- 
tiquity, though expressed by a great VARIETY of writers, in a 
great VARIETY of words, as we actually differ touching the 
sense of a SINGLE passage in Scripture, is, to produce an uni- 
versal sceptism, to render Creeds and Articles and Definitions 
nugatory absurdities, and to preclude the possibility of ever 
reaching moral certainty through the medium of evidence, 
whether borne personally in a court of law, or communicated 
in written documents. 

Should the reader wish to see my meaning practically ex- 
emplitied, he may turn to the Appendix at the end of the first 
volume of my 4postolicity of Trinitarcanism. He will there 
find, expressed with every possible variety of language, in no 
fewer than one hundred and seventy-six distinct statements, the 
joint testimony of the Antenicene Fathers, touching the true 
import of those passages in Scripture, which, by Catholics, are 
thought to propound the doctrines of the Trinity and Christ’s 
Godhead. 

If, under such circumstances, we can justly, on the score of 
defective clearness and precision, claim to doubt, as to what 
System was held by the Primitive Church from the beginning : 
we must reject, as futile, the old practice of examining a mul- 
titude of witnesses, whenever a multitude can be had; and we 
must be even content, sans reservation, to doubt of every 


thing. 
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The value of an appeal to Concurrent Antiquity admits a 
very easy exposition. 

In his interpretation of Doctrinal Scripture, a person, we will 
say, differs from the Editor of the Christian Examiner. Now, 
J should be glad to know, how the Editor, on his Principle, 
will deal with such a troublesome individual. He has shut 
himself out from any appeal to HISTORICAL TESTIMONY ; for 
he has roundly declared such an appeal to be vicious in prin- 
ciple: and he has thus reduced the interpretation of the Bible 
to a mere question of insulated private judgment, or of bare 
unaided opinion. His antagonist, a Socinian, we will say, 
cheerfully meets him upon this ground: and then forthwith 
comes the interminable tug of wordy war; which, by both par- 
ties alike, is conducted upon their common principle, that The 
whole of doctrinal interpretation is nothing more than a pure 
matter of private opinion. Now one man’s private judgment is 
just as authoritative as another man’s private judgment: and, 
therefore, what has been called Heresy, stands upon the very 
same footing of authority, as what has been called Orthodoxy. 
The Editor’s opinion looks one way: his opponent’s opinion 
looks another way. Each alike reprobates any appeal to TES- 
TIMONY ; each alike contends, that nothing can be more clear 
than the scriptural statement: but then, anluckily, the two 
severally understand and interpret this statement in modes 
directly opposite. What is to be done in such an emergency ? 
What right has either of them to talk of the other’s awful de- 
luston, or of his terrible departure from the Gospel? What 
right has either of them to call his adversary a heretic, and to 
vindicate to himself alone the honourable title of orthodox ? 
The whole is a pure matter of OPINION. Each rejects the aid of 
HISTORICAL TESTIMONY: and, therefore nezther can give any 
better reason for his OPINION, than that it must be correct, 
because he thinks it correct. On such a vacillating principle, 
we can never, in the legitimate sense of the phrase, have AN 
ARTICLE OF FAITH. Acting purely on the ground of insulated 
and uninformed private judgment, we may indeed. build 
OPINIONS upon the Bible ; but, by such a process, A BINDING 
ARTICLE OF FAITH can never be extracted from it. And what 
is the end? By forsaking the sober wisdom of our admirable 
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English Reformers, we justly subject ourselves to the well 
deserved mockery of the infidel and the Romanist. 

(2.) But, furthermore, the appeal is impracticable in detail. 

Such an allegation is somewhat startling : but if we ask the 
reason of this impracticability, the Editor will inform us; that, 
Even if we stop with Augustine, we still have the grimly front of 
one hundred and fifty folios to encounter ; and no mortal man of 
the nineteenth century, Divines included, can possibly, in rerum 
natura, confront such a terrific armament. 

As for the formidable tale of one hundred and fifty volumes 
folio (though tomes by no means precisely answer to our 
notion of volumes ; the nine tomes of Jerome, for instance, being 
comprised in two volumes), I will not, on the spur of the mo- 
ment, dispute its accuracy ; for, in truth, I never made the cal- 
culation: but ¢his I will say, that such a statement conveys a 
very erroneous impression to the mind of an uninformed or in- 
cautious reader. The plot begins to thicken, only as we des- 
cend in point of chronology; and volumes multiply upon us, 
just as their authors, abstractedly, diminish in evidential value : 
for the testimony of later authors is valuable only so far forth, 
as it concurs with and corroborates the testimony of earlier 
authors; and the value of the entire testimony is mainly resolved 
into the three english words, FROM THE BEGINNING. 

Now take the matter under this its true aspect: and what 
becomes of the Editor’s alleged Impracticability, and Incon- 
venience ; for Inconvenience, I should observe, he associates, in 
the course of his discussion, with Impracticability ? 

An appeal to Primitive Antiquity in detail may, doubtless, 
be very inconvenient to Indolence: but, when the Editor adds 
Impracticability to Inconvenience, 1 must be allowed to demur. 
Not one of the early Fathers can well be called voluminous: 
for, of Clement, Polycarp, Ignatius, Pseudo- Barnabas, Justin, 
Athenagoras, and Irenéus, we may regret the sometimes morti- 
fying brevity ; but we can scarcely, if we have ever seen their re- 
mains, groan over their astounding prolixity - and, without any 
extraordinary exertion, I verily believe, though I kept no ac- 
count, that [ have myself read them all, from beginning to end, 
a full half dozen times over. At length, not specifying what 
others intervene, we reach the first of the early Fathers who can 
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well be called voluminous, Origen to wit : and he did not flo- 
tish until the middle of the third century. Allthat preceded bim, 
even if we include his contemporary Cyprian, may honestly 
be read through, without any greater exertion of labour than 
what may be fairly demanded from those, who, in the mode 
which the Church of England most wisely prescribes, devote 
themselves, within her pale, to the work of the Ministry. Cer- 
tainly, if the Editor deem it zmpracticable to peruse all the 
Works of the really early Fathers, which, with the exception 
of those of Origen, might easily, I suppose, were they now 
printed in a set, be comprised with ease in some half dozen 
volumes folio: he is not, I think disposed to bind any very 
heavy literary burden upon the shoulders of our Anglican 
Clergy. 

But this is not the whole that may be said. Let us, taking 
in the later Fathers, admit the full tale of the hundred and fifty 
volumes folio; or let us, if it will mend the argument, double 
the amount: still, in that case, the Editor’s charge of Imprac- 
ticability will only rest upon the easily detected fallacy of put- 
ting THE WHOLE for A PART; for in that case, we shall merely 
have the virtual assumption, without which the charge will ob- 
viously come to a dead stand-still, that I¢ is impossible to con- 
sult an author upon ONE point, without doggedly reading the 
WHOLE that he has written upon OTHER points. 

For instance, if an illustration from myself may be permitted, 
I fear I must plead guilty to a cacdethes scribendi perhaps al- 
most as inveterate as that of some of the folio-manufacturing 
Fathers. Yet let us suppose, that a person does me the honour 
of wishing to know what I have said on THE DOCTRINE OF 
ELECTION : what, in that case, is to be done? According to 
the Scheme of Impracticability marked out by the Editor, he 
can never attain such valuable knowledge, unless he shall care- 
fully peruse, not only my Treatise on that particular subject, 
but likewise, as a meet introduction thereto, my three quarto 
volumes on the topic of PAGAN IDOLATRY, cum multis altis 
que nunc perscribere longum est, wherewithal I have kindly gra- 
tified the liberal and discerning Public. Certainly I myself 
followed no analogous plan, when I composed my volume on 
the Primitive Doctrine of Election. 'To qualify myself for such 
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a task, TI felt it incumbent upon me to peruse the whole of Au- 
gustine’s Pelagian Controversy : but I did not therefore see 
any special reason, why I should begin with the first of the 
holy Father’s ten folios, and neither stint nor stay until I had 
fairly travelled to the end of the tenth. In like manner, within 
the last dozen years, I have had occasion to refer pretty fre- 
quently to the writings of the early Fathers: yet, if I may 
notice another of my Productions, when I consulted the Ante- 
nicenes on the Subject of the Trinity and the Godhead of our 
Saviour, I did not conceive it necessary to my plan of investi- 
gation, that I should peruse those of their writings which treated 
of topics altogether alien from that which I had taken up. 

VI. Thus I venture to hope, that I have sufficiently dis- 
posed of the Editor’s decision respecting an appeal to Primi- 
tive Antiquity in the interpretation of Holy Scripture; We 
consider it an appeal, vicious in principle, and inconvenient and 
impracticable in detail: but, before I conclude, a few additional 
words, of a somewhat more personal nature, must be subjoined. 

The Editor’s attack upon an appeal to Primitive Antiquity 
oecurs in an article, which constitutes his review of the first 
edition of this Work. Such an attack I, of course, viewed, as 
an attack, not upon myself specifically, but upon a Principle 
generally: and I have thence handled it accordingly. But 
the review, though I beg, with much pleasure, to acknowledge 
the Editor’s politeness, contains, nevertheless, some matters, 
which personally affect myself, and which may therefore appear 
to require notice. 

1. In the management of my appeal to Antiquity, as con- 
ducted in two successive Works of mine, he charges me with 
inconsistency. 

Whilst we are on the subject of reference to the Fathers, says 
he, we are tempted to hazard an opinion as to the principles 
maintained by Mr. Faber in his former publication on THE PRI- 
MITIVE DOCTRINE OF ELECTION. In his very Preface, we con- 
ceive that Mr. Faber, while he quotes what he calls the Canon 
of Tertullian, perverts and misapplies it, and throughout the 
whole Book adopts a mode of proceeding for wlliciting truth from 
the Fathers diametrically opposite to that which he seems to 
adopt with them on the subject of JUSTIFICATION, On this last 
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subject, he is endeavouring to point out the unanimous consent of 
the Fathers for the first twelve centuries in support of a parte- 
cular doctrine. In his book of ELECTION, he gives up the Quod 
semper, quod ubique, quod ab omnibus: and sets up the 
opinions of the Fathers of the first centuries, against Augustene 
and many Fathers of subsequent centuries. Christ. Exam. 
Supplem. a. D. 1837. p. 931. 

To discover the inconsistency, here charged upon me, I am 
altogether unable. 

The famous Canon of Vincent, Quod semper, quod ubique, 
guod ab omnibus, must not, of course, be taken with mathema- 
tical strictness: because, probably, there is not a single Catho- 
lic doctrine, which by the heretics of one age and place or 
another, has not been corrupted or impugned ; and because, in 
truth, the very object of the Canon is to enable the conscien- 
tious inquirer to distinguish between Orthodoxy and Actually 
Existing Heresy. Hence I have always supposed Vincent to 
mean: that, When a Doctrine can EVIDENTIALLY be shewn to 
have been, FROM THE VERY BEGINNING, unanimously taught 
as the mind of Scripture, by the Church Catholic ; that doctrine, 
though individuals, at a SUBSEQUENT period, may pervert tt or 
may innovate upon it or may reject it, cannot but be true. 

Unless this be the import of Vincent’s Canon, I do not dis- 
cern either its truth, or its practical utility. 

(1.) Now, under ths aspect, where is the inconsistency, with 
which the Editor has charged me ? 

I maintain the Anglican Account of JUSTIFICATION; be- 
cause, through historical testimony, I learn; that, from the very 
beginning, it was unanimously held in the Catholic Church ; 
and that (so far, at least, as I know to the contrary) it was 
first, in the twelfth century, corrupted by the subtilising genius 
of the unscriptural Schoolmen. 

I reject the Calvinistic Account of ELECTION; because, 
through the same historical testimony, I learn; that, from the 
very beginning, it was totally unknown, while an entirely diffe- 
rent Account of the Doctrine was uniformly given in the Church 
Catholic; and that, in reality (I speak of a naked FACT), it 
was first introduced, in the fifth century by the mere private 
judgment of the single individual Augustine, to the RECORDED 
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amazement and regret even of those who heartily concurred 
with him in reprobating the impiety of Pelagianism. 

(2.) The matter, then, wherein [ am somewhat too rapidly 
charged with inconsistency, stands thus. 

In the obvious and necessary sense of Vincent’s Canon, the 
Anglican Account of JUSTIFICATION possesses the Quod semper, 
quod ubique, quod ab omnibus. Therefore, as expressing the 
true mind of scripture, I accept it. 

But, in the same obvious and necessary sense of the Canon, 
the Calvinistic Account of ELECTION does not possess the Quod 
semper, quod ubique, quod ab omnibus. Therefore, asa palpable 
corruption of and innovation upon the Primitive Doctrine which 
was preached by the Apostles and which was more specially 
committed to writing by St. Paul, I reject it. 

2. As the Editor advances, his criticism, so far as I can 
catch his meaning, is built upon that total misapprehension of 
the question which Logicians denominate Ignoratio Elenchi. 

If, says he, any person of common understanding was asked, 
Who are the persons that first received the Revelation from 
Heaven: would he not answer, The Apostles; and would not 
their writings be, as a matter of course, considered the FIRST 
in the series? Yet, when Mr. Faber comes to apply this Canon 
(The Canon, that is, of Tertullian) fo the trial of Doctrines, he 
considers the earliest uninspired Fathers as the FIRST in the 
series. We would ask: Had Clement of Rome the first commu- 
nication from Heaven? Could he say, as Paul: I neither 
received it of man; neither was I taught it, but by the Reve- 
lation of Jesus Christ ? Certainly not. He received it from 
Paul, from man, in the very way in which Paul denies that he 
received it. By Paul’s apostolic inspiration, there was a secu- 
rity that he received it right and communicated it right: as 
Paul says ; Now, we have received not the spirit of the world, 
but the Spirit which is of God, that we might know the things 
which are freely given us of God; which things also we speak, 
not in the words which man’s wisdom teacheth, but which the 
Holy Ghost teacheth. Could Clement say these things of his 
way of receiving or communicating divine truth? Assuredly not. 
Why, then should Mr. Faber or any other person assume, that 
Clement was the first recipient of divine truth from Heaven 
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(sic!), so that he must be acknowledged to be so in possession of 
truth, that every thing not found in his writings should be con- 
sidered extraneous, and every sentiment differing from him must 
be considered erroneous? He makes these first Fathers to be 
equal to the Apostles in authority, and superior to them in clear- 
ness (sic!!): he throughout seems (most judiciously,is the word 
SEEMS employed by the Editor!) to say; that, whilst the Apos- 
tles have the word of Revelation, the Fathers have the meaning, 
the interpretation. Ibid. p. 932. 

It really is marvellous, and (I must honestly confess) soime- 
what trying to my patience, that the Editor should add himself 
to the wearisome list of those, who either cannot or will not 
understand: that Zhe Early Fathers from the beginning, are 
adduced, not as INSPIRED MEN THEMSELVES (Heaven bless the 
mark !), but purely as WITNESSES to the sense which the Primi- 
tive Church Catholic put upon passages of Holy Scripture, the 
true import of which, in these latter days, is, as we all know, 
perpetually litigated. 

Now, under such an aspect, when the very meaning of Scrip- 
ture ztself is the point disputed, how, with any logical possi- 
bility, can we place this zdentical Scripture the first in the list 
of WITNESSES as to how the Primitive Church Catholic under- 
stood it? Yet does the Editor censure me, because, with 
Tertullian (Tertull. de Preescript. adv. her. §. 5. Oper. p. 101.), 
I eschew this glaring paralogism. 

The earliest uninspired Fathers t deem the /irst in the long 
series of WITNESSES to the true interpretation of Scripture. 

Whereupon the Editor gravely asks (I marvel how he could 
keep his countenance): Were not the Apostles the jirst who 
received the revelation from Heaven ;. would not their writings, 
as a matter of course, be considered the first in the series ; had 
Clement of Rome the first communication from heaven ? 

I can only answer: Was there ever in this fitful world of 
ours such a wonderful Ignoratio Elenchi ? 
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NUMBER III. 


IMPORT OF THE TERM MERIT, AS USED BY THE FATHERS. 


I have had occasion to notice the term Merit, as used by Au- 
custine. See above, chap. iv. § xvi. 4. It will be useful to 
subjoin the valuable remarks of Archbishop Usher on this im- 
portant subject. 


For the better understanding of the meaning of the Fathers 
in this point, we may observe, that Merits, in their writings, do 
ordinarily signify nothing but Works; and to merit, simply to 
procure or to attain, without any relation at all to the dignity 
either of the person or the work: as both in the last words of 
Ambrose is plainly to be seen: and in that passage of Bernard 
concerning children promoted to the prelacy, that they were 
more glad they had escaped the rod, than that they had merited 
(that is, obtained) the preferment. 

Verum quidem est, neque id me fugit, usurpari nonnunquam 
nomen Meritz, ubi nulla est ratio meriti, neque ex congruo, ne- 
que de condigno. Andr. Vega Defens. Concil. Trident. de 
Justif. lib. vili. c. 8. | 

Si aliquis vocabulo promerendi usus est, aliter non intellexit, 
quam consecutionem de facto. Stapleton. Promptuar. Catholic. 
Fer. v. post Dominic. Passion. 

Vocabulum merendi apud veteres ecclesiasticos scriptores 
fere idem valet quod consequi seu aptum idoneumque fiert ad 
consequendum. Georg. Cassand. Schol. in Hymn. Eccles, 
Oper. p. 179. 

Omnia, que patimur, minora sunt et indigna, quorum pro la- 
boribus tanta rependatur futurorum merces bonorum, que reve- 
labitur in nobis, cum ad Dei imaginem reformati gloriam ejus 
facie ad faciem aspicere meruerimus. Ambros. Epist. xxii. 

Letiores interim quod virgas evaserint, quam quod meruerint 
principatum. Bernard. Epist. xlii. 

And, therefore, as Tacitus writes of Agricola, that by his 
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virtues he merited (that is to say, incurred) the anger of Caius 
Cesar : so St. Augustine saith, that he and his fellows for their 
good doings, at the hands of the Donatists, instead of thanks, 
merited (that is, incurred) the flames of hatred. 

Tis virtutibus iram Caii Cesaris meritus. Tacit. in vit. Agric. 

Pro actione gratiarum, flammas meruimus odiorum., August. 
cont. liter. Patilian. lib. iii. c. 6. 

On the other hand the same Father affirmeth, that St. Paul, 
for his persecutions and blasphemies, merited (that is, found the 
grace) to be named a vessel of election ; having reference to 
that in 1 Tim.i. 18, Who was before a blasphemer and a perse- 
cutor and injurious ; but I obtained mercy: where instead of 
nrenony, which the Vulgar Latin translateth misericordiam con- 
secutus sum, St. Cyprian readeth misericordiam merui, I merited 
Mercy. 

Pro persecutionibus et blasphemiis, vas electionis meruit 
nominari, August. de Predestinat. et Grat. 

Whereunto we may add that saying which is found also 
among the works of St. Augustine, that no sinner should des- 
pair of himself; seeing Paul hath merited pardon: and that of 
Gregory ; Paul, when he went about to extinguish the name of 
our Redeemer upon earth, merited to hear his words from hea- 
ven: asalso that other strain of his concerning the sin of Adam, 
which is sung in the Church of Rome at the blessing of the 
taper; O happy sin that merited (that is, found the favour) to 
have such and so great a Redeemer. 

Ut omnis peccator propterea de se non desperet, quia Paulus 
meruit, indulgentiam. August. Serm. xlix. de Tempore. 

Quid quod Paulus, cum Redemptoris nomen in terra cona- 
retur extinguere, ejus verba de coelo meruit audire? Gregor. 
Moral. in Job. lib. ix. c. 17. 

O felix culpa, que talem ac tantum merutt habere Re- 
demptorem ! 

Howsoever, therefore, the ancient doctors may seem unto those 
that are not well acquainted with their language to speak of 
Merits as the Romanists do, yet have they nothing common with 
them but the bare word: in the thing itself they differ as much 
from them every way as our Church doth. Usher’s Answer to 
a Jesuit’s Challenge. chap. xii. p. 478, 479. Cantab. 1835. 
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I need scarcely to point out the immense controversial impor- 
tance of the citcumstance, that the very Romanists themselves, 
as cited by the learned Archbishop, and as duly given above, 
fairly acknowledge, that the old ecclesiastical writers use the 
word Merit, simply in the sense of procuring or gaining, and 
not in the modern sense of meritoriousness whether of congruity 
or of condignity. 


NUMBER IV. 


ADDITIONAL TESTIMONIES OF ANTIENT AND MEDIEVAL EC- 
CLESIASTICAL WRITERS, AS COLLECTED BY ABP. USHER. 


When this work was originally composed and published, I 
had not read Abp. Usher’s Answer to a Jesuit’s Challenge. 
On a subsequent perusal of that valuable Treatise, T had much 
satisfaction in finding, that, although the learned Primate pro- 
duces numerous testimonies from the old ecclesiastical writers 
in favour of the true scriptural doctrine of Justification, he very 
rarely happens to bring forward those which I have myself 
cited. This circumstance shews the much greater extent to 
which my own quotations might easily have been carried, and 
thus adds a mighty degree of force to the evidence which I had 
been at the pains to collect. 

The Archbishop, furthermore, cites, to the same effect, 
various authors, who flourished chronologically between Augus- 
tine and Bernard: thus filling up the chasm, which I have, 
perhaps from very weariness, left between those two Fathers. 

I. That the moral demonstration may be still more cogent, I 
shall enrich my own Work from the stores of the indefatigable 
Usher, adding to each author’s name the date of the time when 
he lived. 

1. Hilary of Poictiers. A. D. 360. 

Merces quidem ex dono nulla est, quia debetur ex opere. 
Sed gratuitam Deus omnibus, ex fidei justificatione, donayvit. 
Hilar. Pictav. in Matt. Can. xx. 

2. Theodoret. A, D. 480. 
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‘H rav ayOpdnev cornpla povns nprntas ts Oelas gidavOpwalac * 
ove yap wscboy Sixasoovyns Tavtyy Kapmovucla, GAAG THs Oelag éotiY 
&yabdrntos S3pev. Theodor. in Sophon. c. iii. 

3. Prosper. A. p. 440. 

Non Jabori pretium solvens, sed divitias bonitatis suz in eos, 
quos sine operibus elegit, effundens; ut etiam hi, qui in multo 
labore sudarunt nec amplius quam novissimi acceperunt, intelli- 
gant, donum se gratiz, non operum, accepisse, mercedem. 
Prosper. de Vocat. Gent. lib. i. c. 17. 

4. Ennodius of Pavia. A. D. 510. : 

Meritum meum Regnator coelestis si attenderet, aut exigua 
bona adipiscerer aut magna supplicia : et mei idoneus estima- 
tor, quo meritis pervenire non poteram, voto non tenderem. 
Sed gratias illi, qui delicta nostra sic, ne extollamur, resecat, 
ut spem ad lztiora perducat. Ennod. Ticinens. lib. ii. epist. 
10, ad Faust. 

5. Eusebius Emessenus sive Gallicanus. A. D. 520. 

Totis licet et animze et corporis laboribus desudemus, totis 
licet obedientiz viribus exerceamur, nihil tamen condignum me- 
rito pro coelestibus bonis compensare et offerre valebimus. 
Non valent vite przesentis obsequia eterne tite gaudiis com- 
parari. Lasseseant licet membra vigiliis, pallescant licet ora 
jejuniis, non erunt tamen condignz passiones hujus temporis ad 
futuram gloriam que revelabitur in nobis. Pulsemus, ergo, 
carissimi, in quantum possumus, quia non possumus quantum 
debemus. Futura beatitudo acquiri potest: zstimari non po- 
test. Euseb. Emiss. sive Gallic. ad Monachos. ser. iii. 

6. Pope Gregory 1. A. D. 600. 

Ut enim spe diximus, Omnis humana justitia injustitia esse 
convincitur, si districté judicetur. Prece ergo post justitiam 
indiget, ut, que succumbere discussa poterat, ex sola Judicis 
pietate convalescat.—-Dicat ergo, Qui etiamst habuero quippiam 
justum, non respondebo, sed meum Judicem deprecabor ;- velut, 
si apertius fateatur, dicens, Etsi ad opus virtutis excrevero, ad 
vitam, non ex meritis, sed ex venia, convalesco. Gregor. Moral. 
in Job. lib. ix. c. 14. ; 

Quod si illa sanctorum felicitas misericordia est et non meri- 
tis acquiritur, ubi erit quod scriptum est: Et tu reddes unicut- 
que secundum opera sua? Si secundum opera redditur, quo- 
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modo misericordia zstimabitur? Sed aliud est secundum opera 
reddere; et aliud, propter ipsa opera reddere. In eo enim 
quod secundum opera dicitur, ipsa operum qualitas intelligitur ; 
ut, cujus apparuerint bona opera, ejus sit et retributio gloriosa. 
Ili namque beate vite, in qua cum Deo et de Deo vivitur, 
nullus potest zequari labor, nulla opera comparari ; preesertim 
cum Apostolus dicat: Non sunt condigne passiones hujus tem- 
poris ad futuram gloriam que revelabitur in nobis. Gregor. in 
Psalm. Poenitent. vii. 9. 

7. Anastatius Sinaita. A. D. 640. 

OvKody tamewvoppoctyvn aAROns dors +o mpdtrey Ta ayabe, Aoyiber- 
Bas d€ Eavtoy adxabaproy kad dvabiov rod Oecd, dice povny thy piravOpo- 
glay adrod coOyvas voutbwvta* “Oca yap dyaba cay monowpey, ovK 
camorayovucba tH O€G imep pdvev adtod rod dépog Tod aivamveopevov « 
“Oray yap Kal mavra, dou exouev, mpoceveyKauey atiT@, oD xpeworEr 
needy prroOov * adrod yap cots Ta TUumavtTa * Ovvdels 0 ta Dia Aap- 
Bavav xpewore? pucbdy dovvas roils mpacpépovew aire attra. Anastas. 
Sin. Quest. cxxxv. 

8. Bede, sirnamed The Venerable. a. D. 720. 

Per justitiam factorum nullus salvabitur, sed per solam jus- 
titiam fidei. Bed. in Psalm. Ixxvii. 

Instruit videlicet, ut nemo vel libertatem arbitrii vel merita 
sua sufficere sibi ad beatitudinem credat, sed sola gratia Dei se 
salvari posse intelligat. Bed. in Psalm. xxxi. 

Accipiet benedictionem, id est, multiplicationem a Domino ; 
hanc, scilicet, ut in presenti bene promereatur, et in futuro bene 
remuneretur: et hoc, non ex meritis, sed ex sola gratia. Bed. 
in Psalm. xxiii. 

9. Haymo Halberstattensis, a. D. 840. 

Propter David servum tuum, id est, propter meritum zpsius 
Christi: et hic datur plané intelligi, nullum de meritis suis de- 
bere preesumere, sed omnem salvationem ex Christi meritis ex- 
spectare. Haym. Halber. in Psalm. cxxxi. 

Sed et nos, agentes poenitentiam, sciamus, nihil nos dignum 
dare posse ad placandum Deum, sed solummodo in sanguine 
immaculati et singularis Agni nos posse salvari. Haym. Hal- 
ber. in Mich. c. vi. 

10. Smaragdus. A. D. 950. 
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Necesse est sola fide Christi salvari credentes. Smaraga. in 
Galat. c. iii. 

11, Anselm of Canterbury. a. D. 1080. 

Sed et Anselmus Archiepiscopus Cantuariensis interroga- 
tiones quasdam preescripsisse dicitur infirmis in extremis consti- 
tutis; inter quas extrema est: Credis te non posse nisi per mor- 
tem Chrisit salvari? Respondet infirmus: Etiam. Tum  illi 
dicitur: Age, ergo, dum superest in te anima, in hac sola mor- 
te fiduciam tuam constitue; in nulla alia re fiduciam habe ; 
huic morti te totum commitie ; hac sola te totum contege ; totum 
emmesce te in hac morte, totum confige ; in hac morte te totum 
involve. Et, si Dominus voluerit te judicare, dic: Domine, 
mortem Domini nostri Jesu Christi objicio inter me et tuum pudi- 
cium ; aliter tecum non contendo. Et, si tibi dixerit; Quza 
peccator es: dic; Domine, mortem Domini Jesu Christi pono 
inter te et peccata mea. Si dixerit tibl; Quod meruist: damna- 
teonem ; dic; Domine, mortem Domini nostri Jesu Christi ob- 
tendo iter me et mala merita mea: ipsiusque meritum offero 
pro merito, quod ego debuissem habere, nec habeo. Si dixerit ; 
Quod tibt est iratus: dic; Domine, mortem Domini nostri Jesu 
Christi oppono inter me et iram tuam. Hosius in Confess, Pe- 
tricoviens. c. 73. 

SAcERDOS, Credis; non propiis meritis, sed passionis Do- 
mini nostri Jesu Christi virtute et merito, ad gloriam pervenire ? 
Respondeat infirmus; Credo. SAaceRDos. Credis, quod Do- 
minus noster Jesus Christus pro nostra salute mortuus sit; et 
quod, ex propiis meritis vel alio modo, nullus possit salvari, nisi 
in merito passionis ejus? Respondeat infirmus: Credo, Ord. 
Baptiz. et Visit. edit. Venat. ann. 1575. fol. 43. Instit. Baptiz. 
edit. Paris. ann. 1575. fol. 35. Sacerdotal. Rom. edit. Venet. 
ann. 1585, fol. 116. b. 

Formula illa infirmos jam animam agentes interrogandi, in 
Bibliothecis passim obvia; que et separatim Anselmo Cantu- 
ariensi inscribitur, et operi Epistolarum inserta reperitur. Georg. 
Cassand. in Append. ad Opusc. Johan. Roffens. de Fiducia et 
Misericordia Dei. 

Si homo mille annis serviret Deo, etiam ferventissimé : non 
mereratur, ex condigno, dimidiam diem esse in regno coelorum. 
Anselm, in lib, de Mensuratione Crucis. 
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12. Bernard of Clairvaux. A. D. 1130. 

We now reach the last of the Fathers, with numerous cita- 
tions from whose Works I concluded my own detail of testi- 
monies. Certain other citations are added from this writer by 
Archbishop Usher: and the abundance of what may be ex- 
tracted from him is shewn by the circumstance, that, as the 
Archbishop has adduced none of my citations, so I happen to 
have adduced none of his. He remarks very justly, that, ina 
special manner, Bernard of Clairvaux delivereth this doctrine 
most sweetly: and then confirms his remark by an adduction of 
the following passages. 

Necesse est primo omnium credere, quod remissionem pecca- 
torum habere non possis, nisi per indulgentiam Dei; deinde 
quod nihil prorsus habere queas operis boni, nisi et hoc dederit 
ipse; postremo, quod zternam vitam nullis potes operibus pro- 
mereri, nisi gratis detur et illa, Bernard. Serm. i. in Annun- 
ciat. B. Marie. 

Alioquin, si proprié appellentur ea que dicimus nostra me- 
rita, spei quedam sunt seminaria, caritatis incentiva, occulte 
predestinationis indicia, future felicitatis presagia, via regni, 
non causa regnandi. Bernard. in fin. libr. de Grat. et Liber. 
Arbitrio. 

Periculosa habitatio eorum, qui in suis meritis sperant ; peri- 
culosa, quia ruinosa. Bernard. in Psalm. Qui habitat. serm. i. 

Hoc enim totum hominis meritum, si totam spem suam ponat 
in eo quod totum hominem salvum facit. Ibid. serm. xv. 

II. Here I conclude my extracts from the numerous citations 
which have been collected by the learning and industry of Arch- 
bishop Usher: and, unless I altogether misunderstand their im- 
port, it now, I trust, is apparent that the precise System, which 
the Tridentines anathematised and which Mr. Knox reprobated, 
was, in point of fact, maintained, as a primeval catholic verity, 
by at least twenty eight ecclesiastical writers, who, in regular 
succession, are spread over the period which extends from Cle- 
ment of Rome in the first century to Bernard of Clairvaux in 
the twelfth century; for, to the seventeen witnesses produced 
by myself, 1 have now added eleven other witnesses produced 
by Usher. Hence the entire list of witnesses to the apostoli- 
city of the System, maintained both by the Church of England 
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and by all the other Reformed Churches, may be thus arranged 
and tabularly exhibited. 
1. Clement of Rome. A. D. 70. 


2. Ignatius of Antioch. A. D. 106. 

3. Polycarp of Smyrna. A. D. 106. 

4, Justin Martyr. A. D. 140. 

5. The Author of the Epistle to Diognetus. circ. A. D. 140. 
6. Irenéus. A. D. 170. 

7. Clement of Alexandria. A. D. 200. 

8. Cyprian. A. D. 250. 

9. Athanasius. A.D. 340. 
10. Hilary of Poictiers. A. D. 360. 


pol 
it 


. Cyril of Jerusalem. A. D. 370. 

. Basil of Cesaréa. A. D. 370. 

. Ambrose. A. D. 370. 

. Ruffinus or Origen. A. D. 390. 

15. Jerome. A. D. 390. 

. Chrysostom. A. D. 400. 

. Augustine. A. D. 410. 

. Theodoret. A. D. 480. 

. Prosper. A. D. 440. 

. Ennodius of Pavia. A. D. 510. 

Eusebius Gallicanus. A. D. 526. 

. Pope Gregory I. A. D. 600. 

. Anastasius Sinaita. A. D. 640. 

. Bede. A. D. 720. 

. Haymo Halberstaltensis. A. D. 840. 

. Smaragdus, A. D. 950. 

. Anselm of Canterbury. A. D. 1080. 
98. Bernard of Clairvaux. A. D. 1130. 

The above citations, with many others to the same effect, 
will be found in Abp. Usher’s Answer to a Jesuat’s Challenge. 
chap. xii. 

It may be observed, that, of twelve successive centuries, 
from the first to the twelfth inclusive, not one is without its 
witness. 
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NUMBER V. 


MR. NEWMAN AND THE AUTHOR OF THE PRIMITIVE DOC- 
TRINE OF JUSTIFICATION. 


In the Appendix to his Lectures on Justification p. 428—439, 
Mr. Newman has done me the honour to animadvert upon the 
evidence, which, in support of the doctrine of Justification as 
taught by the Church of England and as expounded by the 
judicious Hooker, I have produced from Primitive Antiquity : 
or rather, as in strictness I ought to say, upon the single evi- 
dence which I produced from Clement of Rome. 

I. My respected friend (if, on the strength of an amicable 
correspondence associated with a personal interview, Mr. New- 
man will allow me to call him so) commences with representing 
me, as considering, if he understands me rightly, that our holi- 
ness and works can, IN NO SENSE, be said to justify us in God’s 
sight. Lect. on Justific. p. 428. 

1. By the expression, in no sense, I conclude, that Mr. New- 
man means, in no sense of the word JUSTIFY. 

If such be his meaning, I am at a loss to comprehend the 
drift and object of his remark: for it would seem to intimate, 
that I had jirst given various definitions of the single word 
JUSTIFY, and that I had then asserted the impossibility of our 
being justified before God, by our own holiness and works, 
in any one of the several senses which I had ascribed to that 
word. 

This, however, was in no wise the plan, which, in the com- 
position of my Treatise, I have thought it good to adopt. 

2. Doubtless, there is a sense, in which our holiness and 
works may correctly be said, to justify us, though not in God’s 
sight: if, by the expression in God’s sight, we mean to inti- 
mate, that our holiness and works may constitute THE GROUND 
OF OUR ACCEPTANCE WITH GOD. 

Let the word sustiry be taken to import the MAKING @ man 
just, rather than the ACCOUNTING a man just; and then, cer- 


394 APPENDIX. 


tainly, he will, though not in God’s sight, be justified by his 
holiness and works : for holiness and good works, as far as they 
go, are the precise things which MAKE a man personally just or 
righteous. See above, chap.i. § LIT. i. 

3. But, with this sense, in treating of Justification as the 
doctrine is set forth in Scripture and as it was ever understood 
until corrupted by the Schoolmen and their followers the Tri- 
dentines, we have no concern. 

For, as Mr. Newman himself has excellently shewn, the 
technical or theological sense of the term JUSTIFY is, not the 
MAKING, but the ACCOUNTING, a man just: and the term res- 
pects, not man’s communicated FITNESS for, but his acquired 
RIGHT to, the kingdom of heaven. 

4. Accordingly, throughout my whole volume, instead of 
mentioning various senses which the term may be thought ab- 
stractedly capable of bearing, 1 znvariably propound: that the 
word JUSTIFY, when by the writers of the New Testament it is 
used technically or conventionally, is strictly a forensic term, 
bearing the sole and single sense of ACCOUNTING AND THENCE 
PRONOUNCING A MAN RIGHTEOUS, 

5. Consequently, since, as our Article well expresses it, we 
are accounted righteous before God, ONLY for the merit of our 
Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ, through Faith, and NOT on ac- 
count of our own works or deservings: 1 thence contend, calling 
in Antiquity as my voucher, that our holiness and works, how- 
ever necessary under the aspect of duty, have no concern in our 
Justification before God, and therefore cannot be said to justify 
us in God’s sight. 

6. Thus really stands the case: and, as I thus ascribe only 
a single theological sense to the word Jusriry, I am unable to 
comprehend, what Mr. Newman, by the wideness of his phra- 
seology, would intimate to my disparagement. 

Il. For the purpose of shewing that the scheme of Justifica- 
tion, originally (I believe) introduced by the Schoolmen, after- 
ward ratified by the Council of Trent, and finally borrowed 
and defended by Mr. Knox, was directly opposed by the har- 
monious voice of Antiquity, I had introduced, at the head of 
my citations from the Fathers, a striking passage of the Roman 
Clement, the friend and fellow-labourer of St. Paul, which, 
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even in itself alone, 1 deemed amply sufficient to overturn that 
heterodox novelty. 

The passage in question I shall here repeat for reasons 
which will soon become abundantly obvious. 

‘Hyeis oby, ie OerAnuctos adtod év xpore “Inoot KAnbévres, od b:° 
éavroy Sixarovpeda, odd dic tis nuetépas coglac ) cuverews 7) edoe elas 
D epyay ay Kareipyacdpeba éy boidryts Kapdlac, AAG dia THs Tic tEws. 
Clem. Rom. Epist. ad Corinth, i. §32. 

This I translated as follows. 

We therefore, being called through his will in Christ Jesus, 
are not justified through ourselves, neither through our own 
wisdom or understanding or piety or WORKS WHICH WE HAVE 
DONE IN HOLINESS OF HEART, but through Faith. 

That Clement is here speaking of Forensic Justification or 
Justification in its theological sense of ACCOUNTING RIGH- 
TEOUS, is quite evident from the very necessity of his phra- 
seology. For if Justification in its colloquial sense of MAKING 
RIGHTEOUS, had been intended ; he would never have said, that 
We are NOT justified by works which we have done IN HOLI- 
NESS OF HEART: because such works are the precise works 
which Do make us personally righteous. Clearly, therefore, 
he is speaking of Justification, in its forensic or technical or 
conventional, sense of ACCOUNTING RIGHTEOUS. 

This being the case, nothing, I should think, is more certain, 
than that the testimony of Clement is absolutely fatal to the 
Scheme of Mr. Knox and the Romanists and the Schoolmen. 
Proceeding, in a sort of climax, through our human wisdom 
and understanding and piety, the venerable Prelate finally 
declares: that we are not justified through that precise inhe- 
rent holiness, which, when communicated or infused by the 
Spirit of God, Mr. Knox and the Romanists pronounce to be 
the very cause or ground of our Justification. 

We are NOT justified says Clement, through works which we 
have done in holiness of heart, BUT through Faith. 

The proof appeared to me at once so conveniently brief and 
so beautifully perfect, that, considering both Clement’s very 
highest antiquity and his immediate connection with St. Paul, 
I might with some reason, have well saved myself the trouble 
of adducing any other evidence. Yet, to my no ordinary as- 
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tonishment, I find, that Mr. Newman not only deems it in- 
sufficient to set aside Mr. Knox’s speculation, but actually 
would make Clement teach the very doctrine which he Ex- 
PLICITLY renounces: the doctrine, to wit, that Manis accounted 
and declared righteous in the court of heaven, NOT through 
Faith simply, BuT through Faith and the Moral Virtues con- 
jointly. p. 436, 437. 

Since Mr. Newman has arranged his objections and argu- 
ments under several distinct heads, it will be requisite to follow 
him after the same fashion. 

1. That Clement, like our own admirable English Homilist, 
teaches, that The various gifts and graces of holiness are all, 
with Faith, present in a justified man, requires no proof: and 
Mr. Newman might have spared himself a copious irrelevance 
of quotations from Clement to this effect. 

His business was to shew: that Clement disagrees with our 
Homilist, when that same Homilist goes on to teach, that Those 
various gifts and graces of holiness, though all PRESENT with 
Faith in a man who has been justified, yet do not JUSTIFY 
altogether; the special OFFICE of instrumentally justifying 
being limited and appropriated to Faith, simply and alone. 

But this Mr. Newman has NoT shewn; and that, for the 
very best possible reason: because, to wit, Clement has 
afforded him no materials wherewithal it might be shewn. 

The only passage, which bears even a semblance of proof, is 
one which he has cited from the thirtieth Section of the Epistle : 
and this, in all fairness, I shall exhibit and notice. 

"Evducd reba Tyy bdvoray, Tamewoppovodytes, eyyparevdouevor, amd 
maytos WiOupiopav Kal KaTararids oppo Favrods mosdyres, Epyors OsK~ 
HLOU{AEVOL KAI [AN Adryoss. 

Let us put on unanimity, with humble-mindedness and conti- 
nence, keeping ourselves far from all whispering and calumny, 
BEING JUSTIFIED BY WORKS AND NOT BY WORDS. 

This is the passage on the strength of which we are invited to 
make Clement contradict all that he subsequently says in the 
thirty-second section: the passage, namely, which I have given 
above as cited evidentially in my Work, and which Mr. New- 
man is labouring toto corpore regni to emasculate and invalidate. 

In the one place, that cited by myself, Clement, with much 
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elaboration, declares: that We are justified by NOTHING within 
or of ourselves, NOT even by the works which we have done in 
holiness of heart ; BUT only through Faith. 

In the other place, that adduced by Mr. Newman, he de- 
clares: that We are justified by works and not by words. 

From this apparent contrariety, Mr. Newman, it seems, 
would demonstrate : that the passage cited by myself, bears no 
such meaning as that which I ascribe to it; but that, when 
Clement, DISCLAIMING all accessories, even works done in 
holiness of heart, so far as the OFFICE of Justification is con- 
cerned, pronounces that We are justified through Faith and NOT 
through those accessories, he really means, that We are justified — 
through both Faith and the accessories CONJOINTLY. 

Thus to theologise in the very teeth of a reluctant author, 
seems not a little strange and paradoxical. 

But still it will be asked: How do we dispose of the 
adduced passage, wherein, sure enough, Clement speaks of our 
being justified by works? 

There is not, I think, much difficulty in affording an answer 
to such a question. The adduced passage is altogether irrele- 
vant. So palpably, indeed, is it quite wide of the subject in 
hand, that the very turn of the leading clause, even at first 
sight, shews its real meaning: while such meaning is fully es- 
tablished by the context, which Mr. Newman has neglected to 
exhibit. 

(1.) Clement, as my good friend, I think, ought to have 
noticed, does not say, as we might have expected him to say, 
had he been here technically treating of Scriptural or Forensic 
Justification ; Being justified by works and not by FAITH only: 
thus, in the sense of St. James, seduously copying the phraseo- 
logy of St. James. But he says; Being justified by works, and 
not by WORDS: thus, in a totally different sense, using a totally 
different phraseology. 

The antithesis, we see, lies between works and words, not 
between works and faith: and the passage has plainly 
nothing to do with what is technically called The Doctrine of 
Justification. 

Not treating here of that important Doctrine, Clement uses 
the word JUSTIFIED, not in the conventional sense of Ac- 
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COUNTED RIGHTOUS, but in the familiar colloquial sense of 
MADE RIGHTEOUS; just as we ourselves perpetually use it in 
ordinary writing and conversation, when we think of any thing 
rather than a grave Scriptural Doctrine. The passage, in short, 
is not doctrinal, but hortatory. It expresses nothing more than 
a very simple practical idea. 

We must DO good; and not satisfy ourselves with only TALK- 
ING about it: for the excellence of our DEEDS, and not the co- 
ptousness of our WORDS, is that, which alone can make us really 
and personally righteous. 

(2.) That such is the true meaning of the place, were there 
any reasonable doubt on the point, would be quite clear from 
the context. 

In mingled explanation and corroboration of his admonition, 
Clement goes on to quote the Book of Job, as it stands in the 
Greek of the Seventy. He that says many things shall hear 
also in return. Does a plausible talker fancy himself to be 
righteous? Be not abundant in words. Job xi. 2,3. 

To this apposite citation, he pithily subjoins, by way of a 
correction to vain-glorious talkers though scanty doers: Let 
our praise be from God, and not from ourselves; for God 
hateth seif-praisers: and let others bear testimony to our good 
conversation ; even as others attested the same to the righteous 
men our Fathers. 

Had Mr. Newman exhibited the context as well as the pas- 
sage, no one of his readers, I suppose, could be misled by the 
latter. Clement’s sentiment is avowedly the same as that of 
Zophar in the book of Job: and no one probably will fancy, 
that, when the Naamathite is giving the wordy man some 
excellent practical advice, he is discussing the terms and the 
points of the Christian Doctrine of Justification. 

2. But, in addition to collateral reasoning, albeit not very 
logical, from other parts of the Epistle, Mr. Newman specially 
takes in hand the refractory passage itself which I had cited 
from Clement. 

We are NOT justified through works which we have done in 
holiness of heart, BUT through Faith. 

Thus runs the passage: and here indisputably, as all admit, 
and as the antithetical introduction of the word FAITH fully 
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establishes, Clement is treating theologically of the Christian 
Doctrine of Justification. Let us then, note his singularly 
precise phraseology. 

What are the works, thus characteristically described as 
works which we have done in holiness of heart ? 

Are they mere useful social works and works of kindly bene- 
volence, which may be done by man in his own natural un- 
assisted strength, and which indeed (as we all know) may be 
done even by an immoral and irreligious man? 

Or are they works, which, in their spirit and principle and 
motive and quality, can be done by man, ONLY in consequence 
of a divine infusion of inherent holiness, ONLY in consequence of 
the divine gift of what our Hooker calls The Righteousness 
of Sanctification, ONLY in consequence of man’s renewal and 
corroboration by the Holy Spirit of Grace? 

Clearly they are works of the latter class: BECAUSE they are 
definitely and specifically described by Clement, as done in 
HOLINESS of heart. ; 

Now this cannot be denied by Mr. Newman, unless he be 
prepared to maintain the palmary dogma of Pelagianism: the 
dogma, to wit, that Man can perform works in holiness of heart, 
by his own natural strength and goodness, and without the 
wnspiration of the Holy Spirit. 

But Mr. Newman, I am persuaded, would shrink from 
patronising the arrogant impiety of the Pelagian Heresy. 

Therefore he cannot deny; that the works in question are 
works of the latter class: and, thence, without palpable in- 
consistency, he also cannot deny; that Clement REFUSES the 
oflice of Justification to works done, in consequence of the inspi- 
ration of the Spirit, and in consequence of a divine infusion of 
the Righteousness of Sanctification. 

To this precise Inherent Righteousness, however divinely 
infused by the Holy Ghost, the Schoolmen and the Romanists 
and Mr. Knox ASCRIBE the office of Justification. Que enim 
justitia nostra dicitur, guia per eam nobis inherentem justifi- 
camur: illa eadem Dei est, quia a Deo nobis infunditur per 
Christi meritum. 

Hence, Clement, who must have been morally certain that he 
knew the real mind of St. Paul, ReEJcTs the precise system of 
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Justification which Mr. Knox and the Romanists and the 
Schoolmen ADVOCATE: and, hence, even in limine, we have 
historical testimony of the very highest order, that the mere 
comparatively modern REJECTED System is NOT the system 
propounded in the Gospel and delivered by the Apostles. 

This was my case: and I submit that it cannot be eviden- 
tially invalidated, save either by a bold profession of unblush- 
ing Pelagianism, or by an attempt to lower and mystify and 
explain away the perfectly unambiguous language of Clement 
himself. 

The latter, or something like it, is the plan preferred by Mr. 
Newman: and I shall now attend upon him in the develop- 
ment of his plan. 

(1.) Speaking of the works characterised by Clement, as 
done IN HOLINESS of heart, I had said: Indisputably, by the 
very force and tenor of their definition, they are works per- 
formed AFTER the infusion of holiness into the heart by the 
gracious Spirit of God. 

When I spoke thus of the DEFINITION of those works, 
nothing, I conceive, to plain common sense could be more 
evident, than that I meant the definition of them, proposed, 
not by me, of course, but by Clement himself: for the defi- 
nition lay in the words, Which. we have done in holiness of 
heart; and these words, I need scarcely say, are Clement’s 
words, not my words. 

Such being the case, no foresight of mine could have antici- 
pated the remark which Mr. Newman has made upon my 
statement and argument as given above. 

Mr. Faber, then says he, does not deduce his proof from the 
TEXT of Clement, but from THE FORCE OF A DEFINITION. 
p. 435. 

If this remark means any thing, or, at least, any thing rele- 
vant to Mr. Newman’s process of confutation, it must import 
or insinuate: that I myself have gratuitously saddled a defi- 
nition of my own upon the innocent text of Clement; and that 
I have then deduced my proof, not from the untortured text of 
Clement, but from my own unwarrantable and purely turn- 
serving definition. 

I confidently appeal to the ordinary intelligence of the 
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reader, whether Mr. Newman’s remark upon my statement 
and argument does not either mean this, or mean nothing. 

Mr. Newman says that [ do NoT deduce my proof from the 
TEXT of Clement, but from the force of a DEFINITION, 

The truth is: I po deduce my proof from the TEXT of 
Clement, because I deduce it from the force of a DEFINITION ; 
inasmuch as the TEXT and the DEFINITION are 2dentical; or, 
in other words, the DEFINITION is contained in, and makes a 
part of the TEXT, 

I will not distress the feelings, either of my friend or of 
myself, by any additional comment. Upon reflection, his 
regret, I am sure, will be as severe as my own. 

(2.) Mr. Newman, however, thinks: that Clement’s defi- 
nition, Which we have done in holiness in heart, needs not be 
construed as referring to The holiness of the justified; nay more, 
that the very text itself shews that definition to bave no such 
reference. p. 435, 436. 

This paradox, which proposes something very like the extrac- 
tion of the guidlibet ex quolibet, or (as we should say in English) 
the extraction of any given sense out of any given words, is 
evolved by the ingenuity of Mr. Newman in manner following. 

If Clement had intendedwhat Mr. Faber draws from him, he 
would, with the article, and in the present tense, and with an 
insertion of the possessive pronoun, have written: We are not 
justified through THE works which we DO in the holiness of our 
hearts. Whereas, omitting the article, and employing the first 
aorist, and not inserting the possessive pronoun, he really writes : 
We are not justified through works which we DID in holiness of 
heart. ; 

From this account it appears: that 7f Clement had written 
what Mr. Newman thinks he must have written had he meant 
what I suppose him to mean, then Mr. Newman would own 
that I had brought valid evidence against Mr. Knox and the 
Romanists ; but that since Clement writes as he does write, my 
evidence is invalid, and the words in question do noé refer to the 
holiness of the justified. 

In other words, Mr. Newman contends: that the two pro- 
positions, We are not justified through the works which we do 
in the holiness of our hearts and We are not justified through 
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works which we did, in holiness of heart, are propositions of 
entirely different and. indeed entirely opposite meanings; the 
former proposition being confessedly fatal to the System of Mr. 
Knox and the Romanists, while the Jatter proposition either 
supports it or at least does not condemn it. 

With all the aid derived from Mr. Newman’s ingenuity, I 
must freely confess ; that, in respect to purport, and thence in 
respect to bearing upon Mr. Knox’s System, I have not 
sufficient skill to perceive any difference, between the propo- 
sition which Clement ought to have written, and the proposition 
which Clement actually has written. Upon my own appre- 
hension, the two propositions strike, as alzke setting forth the 
self-same point of doctrine, and thence as alike condemning the 
Scheme of Mr. Knox and the Tridentines. 

But let us, in all fairness, see how Mr. Newman makes out 
his case. 

Clement, it appears, changes his tense from the present at the 
beginning of the clause, to the first aorist at the latter end of it. 

We ARE not justified through works which we DiD in holiness 
of heart. 

This change of tense, according to Mr. Newman, totally 
alters the whole bearing and import of the passage. 

Had Clement written homogenously, either We ARE not 
justified through works which we DO in holiness of heart, or We 
WERE not justified through works which we DID in holiness of 
heart: then he might be fairly thought to condemn Mr. Knox 
and the Romanists. 

But, since, varying the tense, he has only written We ARE 
not justified through works which we DID in holiness of heart: 
the statement assumes quite a new character; and the System 
of Mr. Knox and the Tridentines stands approved and es- 
tablished, or at least not censured and condemned, by the tes- 
timony of Clement. 

All this is very odd: and I must confess it to be a piece of 
oracular mystification, which entirely transcends my own phra- 
seological comprehension. 

(3.) But, apparently, Mr. Newman would build somewhat 
upon a grammatical error of translation which he alleges 
against me. 
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The aorist xarespyacdueba I had rendered, We have done : 
so that, in my version of the clause, I exhibit Clement as saying 
We are not justified through works which WE HAVE DONE in 
holiness heart. 

But Mr. Newman says, that I have acted grammatically 
‘wrong in thus translating the aorist, inasmuch as | ought to have 
rendered it, We did: a version which would correctly have 
exhibited Clement as saying, We are not justified through 
works which we DID in holiness of heart. p. 436. 

He means, I suppose, to intimate, that 1 concocted my own 
false translation, for the purpose of producing something 
which might seem to condemn Mr. Knox; even as the dog in 
the ballad, to gain his private ends (a meet Oed¢ évy unyavi), 
most dishonestly went mad, and bit the man: whereas, If I 
had translated correctly, Clement would have been either 
favourable to, or at least not condemnatory of the Scheme of 
that gentleman. 

I fear I must own that I comprehend the force of this argu- 
ment just as little as I comprehended the force of its predecessor. 
Whatever may be its grammatical cogency, it stands out, in 
point of phraseological reasoning, as another remarkable spect- 
men of what I have ventured to call oracular mystification. 

My proof, or at any rate my attempted proof, rested neither 
upon DO nor upon DID nor yet upon HAVE DONE: it rested 
purely and entirely upon the CHARACTER of the works, which 
Clement himself defines to be Works performed in HOLINESS of 
heart. Let the tenses run as they may, still the office of Jus- 
tification is denied by Clement to those precise works, which 
are invested with that same office of Justification by Mr. Knox 
and the Romanists. This both was and is quite sufficient for 
my purpose, whether I am right or wrong in the grammatical 
rendering of a Greek aorist. 

But, after all, though I deem it not of the slightest conse- 
quence to the real question, have I erred in my translation of 
the aorist katespyacdueba P 

For many years, my attention has been turned to pursuits 
widely different from the discussion of grammatical questions: 
yet my recollection of ancient studies is not so much dimmed 
by increasing age and proportionable remoteness, as to prevent 
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my full conviction, that Mr. Newman has been somewhat too 
hasty in thus putting me under the ban of the Greek Empire. 

I am quite ready, with all due humility, to say, Utinam essem 
bonus grammaticus: but still my own view of the present 
matter is this. 

‘The Greek aorists, according to the requisition of the con-— 
text, may be indifferently rendered into English, either by the 
perfect past, or by the imperfect past. Thus, abstractedly, the 
aorist in question, Karepyacdueba to wit, may be translated 
elther WE DID or WE HAVE DONE: that is to say, when viewed 
in a purely insulated condition, it may be rendered into English, 
either by-the imperfect preterite or by the perfect preterite. 

In this matter, I take it stands the broad general matter 
of grammar. But, if we descend from general to particular, 
from a broad question of grammar to its specific application in 
a single case; we must then call in the necessity of the context 
to aid us in our weighty consultation, as to the proper rendering 
of the tense. 

Now, precisely in such a mode and on such a principle, did 
I deal with the aorist xareipyacdueba as employed by Clement. 
The very turn of the passage shewed, that I should produce 
most execrable and unidiomatic English, if I rendered the 
aorist in question, WE DID. ‘Therefore, the passage evidently 
requiring such a version, I rendered the aorist, WE HAVE DONE. 

For this atrocity, Mr. Newman calls me to account, as a 
manifest transgressor against grammar ; intimating very plainly, 
that the aorist xateipyardueba is incapable of being rendered as 
I have rendered it: for, unless he meant thus to intimate, I am 
at a loss to comprehend either the object or the cogency of his 
having written ; We DID, not HAVE DONE, as Mr. Faber 
translates. Clearly, Mr. Newman, either writes absolute in- 
consecutive nonsense, or else maintains that xatepyacdueba is 
incapable of being rendered, WE HAVE DONE. 

Here, then, we are grammatically at issue. Mr. Newman 
declares, that I am in the wrong: while I myself am sturdily 
positive that I am in the right. 

To establish my opinion, I had, with some trouble and much 
edifying pertinacity, prepared a long list of passages: wherein, 
unless indeed we be determined to write what is called Dog- 
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English, the aorists can only be rendered by HAVE or HATH in the 
perfect past. But, really, on looking over my list as committed 
bodily to paper, it presented such a whimsical aspect of solemn 
trifling and grave pedantry, that, stirred up by it (as I was) to 
laughter myself, I had not nerve sufficient to run the risque 
of exciting in my readers, at my own proper expence, a still 
more irrepressible cachination. I remembered the fate of a 
classical brother-craft: and prudently committed my valuable 
labours to the flames. 

"AcBeatoc Y ap’ évBpto yéAws paxaperos Oeotory, 

‘Og Pov "Hoasoroy die Sdmata Toimvoyta. 

When I translated the very easy Greek of the place in Cle- 
ment which contains this strangely contested xateipyacducba, I 
certainly never thought of consulting the version either of Abp. 
Wake or of my friend Mr. Chevallier, though each version 
stood invitingly ready upon my shelves. But the criticism of 
Mr. Newman moved my curiosity to examine how the word 
had been translated by these two several scholars. The result 
was precisely, what, from the common-sense of the passage, I 
had inevitably anticipated. Like myself, they doth of them 
render the aorist xateipyacdueba, WE HAVE DONE: nor, in 
truth, is it capable here of being rendered otherwise. 

The same curiosity, for in good sooth it was sheer curiosity, 
led me to submit the case to a friend of mine, who deservedly 
ranks as one of the first Greek scholars of the day. I do not 
think it either necessary or adviseable to exhibit the whole of 
the facetiously energetic reply of this well-booted Achéan: its 
conclusion alone will be quite sufficient. Nothing, says he, can 
be more clear, than that old Lincoln is right, and young Oriel 
is wrong. 

(4.) Mr. Newman, however, has not yet done with this 
singularly pregnant case. 

The omission of the article before Clement’s épyay indicates, 
he thinks, naturally, though he does not say necessarily, that 
the holy Father is speaking of an hypothetical, not a real 
case. p. 436. 

Be it so, if Mr. Newman particularly wishes it: and what 
then? When the matter, agreeably to his suggestion, is put 
hypothetically, it will ran simply as follows. 
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Let us SUPPOSE that we do works in holiness of heart: still, 
even on that SUPPOSITION, we should not be justified through 
such works. 

Thus runs the matter, when put hypothetically: and where, I 
should be glad to know, is the difference in the doctrinal po- 
sition, whether the matter be put as exhibiting a real case, or 
whether it be put as propounding an hypothetical case ? Under 
each aspect alike, so far as I can see, the office of justifying is 
expressly denzed to works, either actually done, or possibly 
about to be done, in holiness of heart. 

We have here, I regret to say, another specimen of my 
excellent friends inveterate love of mystification. 

(5.) Mr..Newman’s last resource is an attempt to lower the 
force of Clement’s phraseology, In holiness of heart: for, not- 
withstanding his previous evolutions, he is far too sagacious not 
to perceive, that this expression is really the SOLE hinge upon 
which the whole question turns. 

The phrase IN HOLINESS OF HEART, says heis scarcely more 
than an adverb meaning, PIOUSLY, HOLILY. p. 436. 

So be it, I reply. But how is Mr. Newman’s case mended 
by such an expedient? Is there any theological difference, 
between Works done in HOLINESS OF HEART, and Works done 
HOLILY? Even the scholastic subtilty of my ingenious friend 
will be puzzled, I think, to point out the difference: unless, 
indeed, among other doctrinal paradoxes, he be prepared. to 
maintain in mood and form ; that 4 man may do a work HOLILY, 
while yet he possesses no HOLINESS OF HEART. 

What Mr. Newman can mean by quoting St. Paul, as au- 
thorising and illustrating his attempt to. lower and dilute the 
decisive phraseology of Clement, I am unable to divine. 

Not from WORKS THAT ARE IN RIGHTEOUSNESS, which we 
have done, says the great Apostle; but, according to his own 
mercy, he saved us, through the washing of regeneration and 
the renewing of the Holy Ghost. ‘Tit. iii. 5. 

Clement, very probably, had this passage in his mind’s eye, 
when he wrote the doctrinal statement now under consideration. 
At all events, the two places are closely parallel: and the 
statement of Clement may well be viewed as an authoritative 
explanation of the language employed by his illustrious friend 
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and christian teacher. But how does it favour Mr. Newman’s 
project of dilution ? 

St. Paul, like Clement, tells us : that We are not saved, and 
therefore not anteriorly justified, from WORKS THAT ARE 
IN RIGHTEOUSNESS which we have done. 

Clement, like St. Paul, tells us: that We are not justified, 
and therefore not ultimately saved, through WORKS DONE IN 
HOLINESS OF HEART. 

The Apostle’s WORKS THAT ARE IN RIGHTEOUSNESS (épywy 
ray év &kaswovyy), and the Roman Bishop’s WORKS DONE IN 
HOLINESS OF HEART (épywy oy karerpyardmeba dv dosdryts Kapdlac), 
are plainly and palpably identical; for they are each alike 
works performed in what Hooker calls the Righteousness of 
Sanctification. 

Now both Paul and Clement agree: that, however valua- 
ble such works may be in their proper place, and however in- 
trinsically pleasing and acceptable to God; still their office is 
NOT to justify. 

But Mr. Knox and the Romanists, treading in the devious 
footsteps of the Schoolmen, declare: that Justification Is their 
office. 

Therefore Mr. Knox and the Romanists and the Schoolmen 
stand flatly opposed to St. Paul and his interpreter Clement. 

Whether Mr. Newman has a hankering after the same un- 
scriptural and novel speculation, is best known to himself. If 
it be among his cherished delicie: then, of course, he has 
placed himself in the unenviable predicament of Mr. Knox 
and his Tridentine teachers. 

III. Mr. Newman goes on to say: What has been explained 
of St. Clement’s Epistle, might, zt seems to me, be easily applied 
to the rest of Mr, Faber’s Extracts. p, 438. - 

By a sort of side-wind, my friend evidently wishes to dis- 
credit my citations from the other Fathers, in the way of their 
being insufficient to set aside the unauthorised dogma of Mr. 
Knox and the Tridentines. 

I doubt, whether this mode of warfare, however convenient 
to him who employs it, be quite legitimate. A dexterous in- 
sinuation may tell the more effectually, because it is incapable 
of being answered. If an attack be made in the dark, the as- 
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sailed cannot parry, because he cannot see, the weapon of the 
assailant. 

Tofnooy 8 alOpyy, do¢ 8 épbarpotory idobas° 

"Ey 02 gdes Kah drercoy. 

As Mr. Newman has not carried on to my other extracts, 
his easy application of his exposition of Clement, [, of course, 
am precluded from offering any specific remarks upon it; how- 
ever, by controversial courtesy, I am bound to believe its faci- 
lity. His victory and my defeat are, at present, alike conjec- 
tural. More fortunate than the oriental Barmecide, Mr. 
Newman can administer his airy viands, secure from the prac- 
tical pugnacity of his sorely tantalised guest. 


NUMBER VI. 


MR. NEWMAN’S LECTURES ON JUSTIFICATION. 


Mr. Newman’s Lectures on Justification are composed on 
such an entirely different plan from my own Work on the Pri- 
mitive Doctrine of Justification, that nothing, save the circum- 
stance of his discussing the use which I have made of the Ro- 
man Clement, could have given me any reasonable warrant to 
offer even the slightest remark upon them. But, since he has 
done me the honour to notice my production, were I totally 
silent respecting his, my silence might be misconstructed, either 
into a want of courtesy where I would fain shew all courtesy, 
or into a tacit acknowledgment that his System, because Scrip- 
tural, was impregnable. The latter would be the most natural 
construction which might be put upon my silence : because, 
while my own Work. professed to investigate and exhibit the 
primitive Doctrine of Justification, that so we might be morally 
sure as to the real apostolic view of that Doctrine; the Work 
of Mr. Newman professed to deduce its System from Scripture 
exclusively, which, in truth, means only, from Scripture accord- 
ing to Mr. Newman’s own private construction of Scripture. As 
he himself lucidly propounds his plan: while the points, from 
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which he ‘starts, are different from those of Mr. Faber ; so too 
are his arguments, as being drawn, NOT from Primitive Christ- 
tanity, BUT from Scripture. Advert. to Lect. on Justific. p. vii. 

As Mr. Newman thus professes to deduce his arguments from 
Scripture exclusively, throwing aside that historical testimony 
to the true sense of Scripture which may be afforded by the 
existing documents of Primitive Christianity : it is obvious, 
that his System, whether abstractedly correct or abstractedly in- 
correct, rests altogether upon his own private judgment ; and, 
thence, can claim no authority beyond that which is communi- 
cated to it by the insulated seffrage of a very excellent indivi- 
dual. Under these circumstances, were I silent, it might be 
thought, that I so assented to Mr. Newman’s private judgment, 
in regard to the sense of Scripture, as to feel and confess inter- 
nally that his System could not be gainsaid, although [I might 
not think it necessary or expedient publicly to give in my 
adhesion. 

It is, however, with great reluctance, that I at all prosecute 
this matter, and that most especially, for a reason of no small 
cogency. Mr, Newman, itis true, cannot exactly say with 
the poet: Brevis esse laboro; obscurus fio. But his readers, I 
fear, will complain : that, although his Work is in no wise short, 
it is painfully difficult, if not absolutely impossible, of compre- 
hension. Perhaps my amour propre leads me to say readers in 
the plural number : for it is more comfortable to exclaim, Nos 
turba sumus, than, in the consciousness of solitary dulness, to be 
left alone in one’s glory. Many times have I perused Mr. 
Newman’s Work with as much closeness of attention as I can 
command : but, though his arguments claim to be drawn exclu- 
sively from Scripture, and though, touching the doctrine of 
Justification, I find no difficulty whatever in understanding 
Scripture as expounded by the Primitive Church and the 
Church of England ; I find so great difficulty in understauding 
the System which he professes to have deduced from Scripture 
exclusively and Not from Primitive Christianity, that, even | 
after having been assisted by the privilege of his correspon- 
dence, I will not venture to represent myself as having carried 
off any very clear and distinct idea what the System really is. 
To my vanity, the confession is mortifying enough: for others 
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may easily have a better headpiece, than what appertains to 
my own body; and thus may easily comprehend, what to my- 
self is well nigh incomprehensible. But, still, it is an honest 
confession. Where I cannot understand my excellent friend, 
I will presume him to be sound and orthodox juxta Ecclesiam 
Anglicanam. | 

A Lecture strange he seem’d to read to me: 

And, though I did not rightly understand 

His meaning, yet I deemed it to be 

Some goodly thing. 

A. better example, than this offered to me by Henry More, 
I cannot easily follow. 

Certain of the difficulties, which cross my path, I will first 
briefly propound: and then consider them more at large in 
their order. 

1. When, in borrowed words, I said, that I did not rightly 
understand his meaning ; let me not be misapprehended. Some 
of Mr. Newman’s separate propositions, no doubt, I can readily 
understand: but then, when I wish to build up from his volume 
a compact and consistent and intelligible System, such, for in« 
stance, as either that of Knox or Bull or Hooker, I am unable 
to reconcile them with other propositions, the import of which, 
when in like manner taken separately, I seem equally able 
to catch. 

2. Here lies my chief difficulty; but it is not my sole diffi- 
culty. In Mr. Newman’s Lectures I encounter propositions, 
which even in their separate state, are, to myself at least, 
totally unintelligible. They convey no idea whatever to my 
mind ; and, hence, | am unable to pronounce, whether they 
do, or do not, harmonise with intelligible propositions, when 
propositions of this latter description are happily found to occur. 

3. Occasionally, moreover, I find an assertion hazarded, 
which Mr. Newman himself substantiates not, and respecting 
which I have been unable to supply his lack of duty. 

4. Add to this, that I perpetually meet with a very odd 
misrepresentation of the views of those who differ from him : 
which views, for some reason or another that I, a plain Protes- 
tant-Catholic, find it impracticable to fathom, he distinguishes 
or denounces by the apparently halefud name of LUTHERANISM : 
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much perhaps in the same manner as Mr. Froude, in the ripe 
wisdom of his youth, has poured out the vials of his unac- 
countable wrath, upon Cranmer, Ridley, Jewel, Peter Martyr, 
Bucer, Luther, Melancthon, and, in short, the entire Refor- 
mation. 

With all these intellectual difficulties before me, I have 
great fear lest I should misrepresent Mr. Newman purely from 
my want of capacity to apprehend him. 

I. Agreeably to my program, I shall begin with exhibiting 
two distinct classes of separate propositions : each of which res- 
pectively is, no doubt, quite intellegible : and I shall then 
make a few natural observations upon them. 

1. My first business is to exhibit the two classes in ques- 
tion. 

(1.) The one class comprehends the following propositions. 

God justifies BEFORE he sanctifies : or, in exact propriety of 
language, Justification is COUNTING righteous, not MAKING 
righteous. 

Justification is the glorious voice of the Lord DECLARING us 
to be righteous. That it is a DECLARATION, not a MAKING, is 
sufficiently clear from this one argument: that It is the Justifi- 
cation of a sinner, of one who has been a sinner ; and the past 
cannot be reversed, except by ACCOUNTING it reversed. 

If once it be granted to mean an IMPUTATION, it cannot 
mean any thing else: for it cannot have TWO meanings at once. 

The subject matter may be double: but the Act of Justifica- 
tion is ONE. 

Justification is a PERFECT ACT, a great and public deed in 
the sight of heaven and hell. 

The idea of Justification is strictly forensic : for it supposes 
a JUDICIAL PROCESS; that is, an accuser, a judgment-seat, 
and a prisoner. Lect. on Justific. p. 70—79. 

(2.) The other class comprehends the following propositions. 

Justification is a CONTINUAL work. 

We can have no righteousness BEFORE God justifies us: but 
our righteousness AFTER Justification is such, as to be a ground 
ON WHICH God MAy justify us. In other words there are 
TWO Justifications. 

There are TEN THOUSAND Justifications. 
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Justification is AN IMPARTING OF RIGHTEOUSNESS, or A 
MAKING OF PERSONS RIGHTEOUS. . 

Justification will stand, either for IMPUTATION, or for SANC- 
TIFICATION. 

To be justified is TO RECEIVE THE DIVINE PRESENCE WITH- 
IN US AND TO BE MADE A TEMPLE OF THE HOLY GHOST. 

Our Justification consists’ in GOD’S COMING TO US AND 
DWELLING IN US. 

Justification and Sanctification are substantially the SAME 
thing. 

Justification BY FAITH, and Justification by OBEDIENCE, are 
not at all inconsistent with one another. p. 236, 428, 237, 
247, 107, 160, 165, 67,1. 

2. I shall now make a few natural observations upon the 
contents of these two classes. 

(1.) It will not, I suppose, be denied, that every one of the 
propositions contained in these two classes, when taken sepa- 
rately, is perfectly intelligible. For, though it may seem a 
little perplexing, how God justifies us BEFORE we have any 
righteousness, and then again MAY justify us on the ground of 
our own righteousness acquired AFTER Justification (a System 
which Mr. Newman assures us is taught by five of the Fathers, 
though I am not quick-sighted enough myself to detect it in 
any one of them); and though it is somewhat puzzling, how 
Justification BY FAITH, and Justification BY OBEDIENCE, may 
alike, without any inconsistency, be maintained: yet Mr. New- 
man, I conclude, would have us to guess, that, in mystifying 
paradoxes of this uncouth description, he uses the single term 
Justification in the two distinct senses of ACCOUNTING RIGHTE- 
ous and MAKING RIGHTEOUS. 

But, though with this conjectural gloss upon two of them (a 
modern Tzetzes adventurously undertaking to elucidate a mo- 
dern Lycophron), these various separate propositions may be 
all intelligible or probably intelligible: still, how a compact 
and coherent System is to be formed out of their amalgamation, 
1 confess myself incapable of comprehending. 

If the Act of Justification be strictly oNE: I perceive not, 
how there can be TWO Justifications, and still less (though the 
first step ts every thing, as it was sagaciously remarked upon 
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the undoubted fact of St. Denis having walked a whole mile 
with his head under his arm) how there can be TEN THOUSAND 
Justifications. 

If the term Justify imports TO ACCOUNT RIGHTEOUS so ex- 
clusively, that it cannot also import TO MAKE RIGHTEOUS; I 
discern not, how Justification can be, nevertheless, A MAKING 
OF PERSONS RIGHTEOUS or AN IMPARTING OF RIGHTE- 
OUSNESS. 

If the single word Justify cannot have TWO meanings at 
once: I am perplexed to discover, how Justification will stand 
either for IMPUTATION or for SANCTIFICATION, 

If Justification is A DECLARATION, not A MAKING: I can- 
not discern, how Justification and Sanctification are substan- 
tially the SAME THING. 

If Justification mean an IMPUTATION, and thence cannot 
mean any thing ELSE: I vainly, when Mr. Newman asserts that 

Justification BY FAITH and Justification BY OBEDIENCE are 
doctrines perfectly compatible, labour to secure his consistency, 
by adopting the theory of his ascribing Two entirely distinct 
meanings to the single term Justification. 

If the idea of Justification be purely FORENSIC, and if the 
fosensic pronouncing of us righteous be in itself A PERFECT ACT 
and A GREAT AND PUBLIC DEED IN THE SIGHT OF HEAVEN 
AND HELL: I am puzzled, how, in a single perfect act, to com- 
bine, with this idea, the completely distinct idea; that to be 
justified is TO RECEIVE THE DIVINE PRESENCE WITHIN US SO 
AS TO BE MADE A TEMPLE OF THE HOLY GHOST, and that our 
Justification must consist in GOD’S COMING TO US AND 
DWELLING IN US. . 

Toward the close of his Work, indeed, Mr. Newman, in a 
single pregnant sentence, would apparently seek to combine 
these two classes into one System. 

In thas, says he, I conceive to lie the unity of Catholic Doc- 
trine, on the subject of Justification: that we are saved, by 
Christ's imputed Righteousness, and by our own Inchoate 
Righteousness, at once. Append. p. 414. 

But, toward the formation of a single harmonious System out 
of the materials which he has provided, I find no assistance in 
this enunciation of Mr. Newman. So far as I can divine its 
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import, it propounds nothing more, than what good Bishop La- 
timer, in his homely phraseology, was wont to denominate A 
Mingle-Mangle of Law and Gospel. Our own Righteousness 
is to do for us what it can: and, if it should unluckily fall 
somewhat short ; then the Imputed Righteousness of Christ 
stands ready to make up deficiencies. 

When, after the manner of Augustine, Mr. Newman 
says; that He, who is justified, BECOMES just; or that Christ 
first IMPUTES, and then IMPARTS, Righteousness (p. 91, 
116.): I can, no doubt, readily understand his proposed com- 
bination: because he then simply intimates what we all 
maintain, namely, that, In the case of the justified, the 
Righteousness of Sanctification always FOLLOWS AFTER the 
Righteousness of Justification. But this does not at all help 
me to reconcile propositions which in themselves are hopelessly 
inconsistent. 

(2.) Speaking of his Lectures, in the Advertisement prefixed 
to them, Mr. Newman says: How far he assents to Mr. Knox, 
how far to Mr. Faber, will there appear. p. vii. 

Most perfectly true is this intimation. The first class of 
propositions accurately expresses Mr. Newman’s assent to 
myself: while the second class of propositions no less accu- 
rately expresses his assent to Mr. Knox. Of the two Systems, 
the two classes are very: correct types: and, as the two 
classes are alike and equally Mr. Newman’s property, and 
as through this medium he expresses his assent doth to Mr. 
Knox and to myself; it follows, I suppose, that my ex- 
cellent friend adopts both Systems, and that his Lectures are 
intended to combine the two Systems into one single harmo- 
nious System. 

All this is quite clear to the dullest comprehension. But here 
comes the crowning difficulty, wherewithal [ find myself to be 
hampered. 

The System of Mr. Knox which is that of the Schoolmen 
and the Church of Rome, and the System of Mr. Faber which 
is that of Hooker and the Church of England, are, unfortu- 
nately, Doctrinal Antipodes. 

Consequently, since the System of Mr. Newman professedly 
comprehends and embraces them both ; the materials, of which 
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that System is composed, must plainly be altogether antipodical 
to each other. 

And such, accordingly, on a strict and honest comparison, 
we have found them to be. Mr. Newman I would treat with 
all respect: but his attempt at conciliation, like certain other 
attempts at conciliation which might easily be specified, has 
produced not a Theological System, but a Theological Chaos. 

Let my valued friend, relinquishing the hopeless task of 
striving to reconcile irreconcileables, put this simple question 
to himself: What is it which I define to be THE GROUND OF 
MAN’S ACCEPTANCE WITH GOD? 

If, on some future occasion, he will distinctly give us his an- 
swer to this question, we shall then know his real theological 
position. 

II. Other propositions meet me, which baffle every attempt 
that I can make to understand them. 

I subjoin some specimens for the intellectual exercise of the 
more acute reader. 

1. Faith does not precede Justification: but Justification 
PRECEDES Faith, and MAKES IT JUSTIFYING. p. 260. 

First, comes Justification not preceded by Faith. 

Next, Faith enters, and begins to operate. 

Finally, Justification, which had preceded Faith, acts upon 
Faith: and, thereby, makes Faith to be a justifying Faith. 

In other words, Justification precedes Faith: and Faith res- 
ponsively, precedes Justification. 

So, in old times, ran the venerable and luminous chaunt of 
the Orphic Mysteries. 

Tavpos Spa xovroc, Kah SpaKwyv tavpov, warn. 

2. Such ws justifying Faith, justifying not the ungodly but 
the gust, whom God has justified when ungodly ; justifying him 
under God, and under God’s means; justifying the just, as 
being the Faith of the justified, who through Baptism first be- 
came so when as yet they were unjust. p. 271, 272. 

The poor, we are told, shall have the Gospel preached unto 
them. 

If this more than mystic puzzle be the sincere Gospel, can 
any poor man understand, How and WHEREWITHAL he is to be 
justified before God? I have well nigh completed my sixty and 
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fifth year ; being still, through the divine blessing, in a state of 
reasonable soundness both mental and corporeal: during the 
greater part of not a short life, I have been, more or less, en- 
gaged in the study of Theology: and yet I must confess my 
utter inability to form any thing like a distinct idea of what 
Mr. Newman wishes to inculcate. 

But let us take this intricate Justifying Engine to pieces : 
and see what we can make of its wheels and pistons and cranks 
in detail. 

Justifying Faith, it seems, justifies not the ungodly, but 
the just: yet, though it justifies not the ungodly, still the 
just whom it justifies, were justified by God when they were 
ungodly. 

That is to say: Faith does not justify the ungodly; but still, 
notwithstanding it does not justify them, it most assuredly does 
justify them. 

Justifying Faith, it furthermore seems, justifies the just, as 
being the Faith of the justified. But then these justified persons, 
who are thus justified while just, had first been justified through 
Baptism when as yet they were unjust. 

That is to say: though Mr. Newman assures us, that the 
Act of Justification is ONE; yet those, who have been justified 
while unjust, undergo some SECOND process of Justification (a 
process which may be repeated TEN THOUSAND times), when, 
through the ONE Act of the FIRST process, they have already 
become just. 

Perspicuity, as opposed to idle Mystification, I hold to be 
the beginning and the middle and the end of all useful writing : 
but can any mortal man understand this astounding complica- 
tion of paradox ? For myself, I must even be content to say : 
Davus sum, non Cidipus. 

3. To justify means COUNTING RIGHTEOUS: but includes 
under its meaning, MAKING RIGHTEOUS. In other words, the 
sense of the term is, COUNTING RIGHTEOUS: and the sense of 
the thing, denoted by it, is MAKING RIGHTEOUS. p. 70. 

If Mr. Newman here means only to say, that since God jus- 
tifies BEFORE he sanctifies (as he had, immediately before, very 
correctly expressed himself), therefore Sanctification always 
FOLLOWS AFTER Justification : I quite agree with him; though 
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I perceive not what benefit can arise from his sedulously 
darkening and perplexing a very plain doctrine. 

But, if he means to say; that in point of import primary and 
secondary, to justify is, at once, both to ACCOUNT RIGHTEOUS 
and to MAKE RIGHTEOUS: I canas little agree with hem, as he, 
in truth, agrees with himself. 

So 1 may generally speak. But what can Mr. Newman 
mean by the second clause in the preceding passage ? 

The sense of the term is COUNTING RIGHTEOUS: and the 
sense of the thing, denoted by it 1s MAKING RIGHTEOUS, 

I have rarely met with such an extraordinary specimen of 
phraseological confusion even in the Lectures on Justification. 

Mr. Newman here mistakes one Circumstance for another 
Circumstance: and the clause is only rendered intelligible, by 
an admission of the plea of verbal incorrectness. 

If the sense of the term JUSTIFY be COUNTING RIGHTEOUS; 
the sense of the thing, denoted by it, cannot, as Mr. Newman 
affirms, be MAKING RIGHTEOUS. 

For, it beingjadmitted that the sense of the term is ACCOUNT- 
ING RIGHTEOUS, the sense of the thing, denoted by the term, 
will plainly be, not the circumstance of MAKING A MAN 
RIGHTEOUS, but the quite different circumstance of A MAN’S 
BEING ACCOUNTED RIGHTEOUS. 

This will readily appear, if we take a parallel case, in the 
way of illustration. 

It being admitted that the sense of the term ESTEEM is AC- 
COUNTING ESTIMABLE, the sense of the thing, denoted by the 
term, will plainly be, not the circumstance of actually MAKING 
A MAN ESTIMABLE, but the quite different circumstance of A 
MAN’S BEING ACCOUNTED ESTIMABLE. 

The application is easy and obvious. 

Mr. Newman will not say, that, by his simply, on which he 
deems sufficient grounds, ESTEEMING a man, he thereby, in 
matter of fact, MAKES him a really estimable character. 

Hence it is strangely loose phraseology for him to say, that 
God, by his simply and forensically ACCOUNTING a man 
righteous, thereby, in matter of fact, MAKES him really 
righteous. 

The MAKING a man righteous may, as in Theology it does, 
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follow after his being forensically ACCOUNTED righteous: but 
the meaning of the former is not, as Mr. Newman asserts, sub- 
included under the meaning of the latter. On the contrary, the 
meanings of the two are entirely distinct ; nor have they the 
slightest measure of connection with each other. 

How Mr. Newman could fall into so strange an error, and 
thus produce an essentially unintelligible clause, is the more ex- 
traordinary, because he himself lays down the point of MEAN- 
ING in the very best and clearest manner. 

If once Justification be granted to mean an IMPUTATION, it 
cannot mean any thing else : for it cannot have TWO meanings 
atonce. To ACCOUNT and to MAKE are perfectly distinct ideas. 
p- 72. 

IIT. Furthermore, Mr. Newman occasionally deals in asser- 
tions, which he substantiates not himself, and which I find it 
impossible to substantiate for him. 

1. The Act of Justifying is EXPRESSLY ascribed to Baptism, 
as an immediate mean. p. 275. 

(1.) I simply ask, WHERE ? 

In the professed exercise of his own private judgment, Mr. 
Newman may indeed attempt, by a circle of consequential de- 
ductions, to make out such a case: and others, equally in the 
exercise of their own private judgment, will variously admit or 
deny, that he has substantiated his position. But the whole of 
this is pure opinion, not faith: as every case of unmixed _§pri- 
vate judgment, must be. 

(2.) Mr. Newman, however, confidently says: that The 
Act of Justifying is EXPRESSLY ascribed to Baptism. 

In the conventional propriety of language, the term Ex- 
PRESSLY can only be used in contradistinction to the term DE- 
DUCTIVELY. 

IT recalled not, that the dogma, We are justified by Baptism, 
occurs EXPRESSLY any where in Holy Scripture. At all events 
our familiar clerical oracle Cruden announces not the existence 
of any text of this description. If there be such a text, let it 
be produced: and the matter will be settled at once. 

2. Is the Act of Justifying any where ascribed to Faith? 
p. 275. 

(1.) Such a question, of course, imports the very broadest 
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assertion: that, In Holy Scripture, the Act of justifying is No 
WHERE ascribed to Faith, either EXPRESSLY or DEDUCTIVELY ; 
so that the doctrine of Justification by or through or from 
Faith is hopelessly false, because totally unscriptural. 

That there may be no mistake, I shall repeat Mr. Newman’s 
question, associated with its immediately preceding context. 

The act of Justifying is EXPRESSLY ascribed to Baptism: is 
it ANY WHERE ascribed to Faith? p. 275. 

Assertion and Negation, I suppose, cannot easily be con- 
veyed in terms stronger and more explicit. 

The Act of Justifying is EXPRESSLY ascribed to Baptism: 
if is NO WHERE ascribed to Faith. 

(2.) A member of the Church of England, I conclude, even 
without the aid of good Cruden, will readily answer my ex- 
traordinary friend by an adduction of the simple words of 
Scripture itself. 

Being justified from Faith, we have peace with God through 
our Lord Jesus Christ. Rom. v. 1. 

We conclude, that a man is justified by Faith, without the 
deeds of the law. Rom. iil. 28. 

Aman is not justified from the works of the law, but through 
Faith of Jesus Christ. Galat. ii. 16. 

Wherefore the law was our schoolmaster to bring us unto 
Christ, that we might be justified from Faith. Gal. iii, 24. 

(3.) I strongly suspect that Mr. Newman, playing with his 
reader as a cat plays with a mouse, has some scholastic sub- 
tilty in reserve; by the aid of which, when he has sufficiently 
amused himself by astonishing the weak minds of the unin- 
itiated, he may handsomely retreat from the remarkable state- 
ment which he has adventured to put forth. 

Possibly, when he speaks of the acT of Justifying, he 
may secretly wish to draw some nice distinction, between 
what God does, and what man does in the matter of Justi- 
fication. 

Man, on his part, puts in his plea; and claims to be jus- 
tified through the medium of Faith: God, on his part, admits 
the plea: and thence accounts and pronounces man to be im- 
putatively righteous in the Court of Heaven. 

Now, if Mr. Newman wishes to keep im reserve some such 
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distinction as this, it is true enough that Justification, so far as 
God’s part is concerned, is never ascribed to Faith. And the 
reason of this is abundantly obvious even to concentrated Dull- 
ness herself. In the transaction before us, Faith belongs to 
man’s part, not to God’s part. 

But then, be it observed, the distinction in question will 
equally affect Baptism: to which Mr. Newman assures us, the 
ACT of Justification is expressly ascribed. The administration 
of Baptism is no more God’s part in the transaction, than the 
putting in the plea of Faith: for itis alike the part of man, 
to put in the plea, and to administer Baptism. 

I have no right to say, that Mr. Newman has any such 
scholastic contrivance in reserve: but I thought it good to 
anticipate the possihzlity of its introduction, by shewing before- 
hand its total inapplicability to the statement of my friend in 
its entireness ; a statement, be it remembered, which comprises 
Baptism no less than Faith. 

(4.) On the whole, therefore, I can only avow my extreme 
wonder, how Mr. Newman, with the Bible open before him, 
could ever have hazarded the assertion involved in his un- 
paralleled question: and my wonder is increased, by my 
actually finding, as we shall see in the very next specimen, that 
Mr, Newman himself affirms Justification by Faith without. the 
deeds of the law to be the doctrine of St. Paul. 

3. The doctrine of Justification by Sacraments is altogether 
consistent, or rather coincident with St. Paul’s doctrine, that We 
are justified by Faith, without the deeds of the law. p. 324. 

The Sacraments are the immediate, Faith is the secondary, 
subordinate, or representative, instrument of Justification: or 
we may say, varying our mode of expression, that the Sacra- 
ments are its instrumental, and Faith its sustaining cause. 
p. 260. 

Justification comes through the Sacraments. p. 318. 

(1.) Such assertions are cheaply made: but to the satisfac- 
tion of those, who, finding that ex professor Mr. Newman, in 
arguing from Scripture, merely uses his own private judgment, 
not unnaturally think that they have an equal right to exercise 
their private judgment; they are, by all his ingenuity of scho- 
lastic distinction, not easily substantiated. 
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WHERE are we ever told in Scripture, that We are justified 
by the two Sacraments of Baptism and the Lord’s Supper ?+ 

(2.) Perhaps, however, on this point, Mr. Newman may not 
altogether have exercised his insulated private judgment: per- 
haps he may have resorted to an authority, which some gravely 
deem to be infallible. 

At all events, in abatement of the impending censure of un- 
authorized innovation, he may safely plead: that his specu- 
lation is not guite original; and that, so far at least, he 
does not personally come within the sweep of Tertullian’s 
Canon. He has, in truth, merely adopted the decision of a 
Church, which some have poetically and affectionately styled 
Christ’s Holy Home, while others of rougher temperament (on 
the principle I suppose, of De Gustibus non est disputandum) 
have rudely and unceremoniously deemed her The predicted 
Mother of Harlots and Abominations of the earth. 

Possibly, indeed, Mr. Newman may be a step in advance of 
of the Roman Church, when he assures us plurally that Justi- 
fication comes through the SACRAMENTS: for our Fallen Sister, 
as she has been tenderly called, limits such instrumentality to 
the single Sacrament of Baptism; Jnstrumentalis item, Sacra- 
mentum Baptismi. Concil. Trident. sess. vi. c. 7. p. 47. But 
still Mr. Newman may plead authority for a part at least of 
his Scheme, whatever may be the estimated value of such au- 
thority. Time was, when, in our Anglican Church, it did not 
rank particularly high. 

The doctrine of Sacramental Justification, says Bishop Bur- 
nett, is justly to be reckoned among the most mischievous of all 
those practical errors that are in the Church of Rome. Burnett 
on the Articles. art. x1. p. 161. 

4. Justification by obedience, is the doctrine of the English 
Church. p. 218. 

(1.) WHERE does the English Church teach the doctrine of 
Justification by obedience? 

If, contrary to his own explicit statement, that Justification 
is counted Righteous, NoT Making (p.'70.), Mr. Newman, by 
the term Justification, here means Making Just or Making 
Righteous: what he says is, doubtless true enough; for no one, 
I suppose, will dispute, that an obedience to God’s command- 
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ments constitutes men to be righteous or just. Thus, accord- 
ingly, we read; Noah was a just man, perfect in his genera- 
gions: and the reason assigned is; Noah walked with God. 

But, in this case, Mr. Newman, at once inconsistently with 
himself and unworthily of his high character, condescends to 
employ a mere paradoxical quibble, which can answer no end 
save that of misleading an incautious or an ill taught reader 
into rank Popish heresy. 

(2.) With respect to Mr. Newman’s assertion, when taken 
in its plain and obvious sense, I contradict it with as much de- 
cision of language as I can command. 

Justification by obedience is NOT the doctrine of the English 
Church. 

Let us hear her own precise words. 

We are accounted righteous before God, ONLY on account of 
the merit of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ, through Faith ; 
and NOT on account of our own works or deservings. 

Yet, says Mr. Newman, with this eleventh article looking 
him full in the face: Justification BY obedience is the doctrine 
of the English Church. 

5. Our Church considers the instrument of Justification to 
be the Sacrament of Baptism. p. 4. 

(1.) Wuere does our Church put forth any such con- 
sideration ? 

Mr. Newman refers to her twenty-seventh Article. I have 
duly read that Article, as invited to do so by Mr. Newman’s 
reference: but not a syllable does it say, as to the Sacrament 
of Baptism being the instrument of Justification. The Church 
of Rome, indeed, makes an assertion fully and directly to Mr. 
Newman’s purpose: Instrumentalis item causa Justificationis, 
Sacramentum Baptismi. Concil. Trident. sess. vi. c. 7. p. 47. 
But the Church of England, as appealed to by Mr. Newman, 
hazards no such unscriptural assertion: she only says, and she 
says truly; that Baptism is a sign of Regeneration, whereby, 
as by an instrument, they that receive Baptism rightly, are 
grafted into the Church: Art. xxvii. She makes, we see, 
Baptism the instrument of our formal and official wngraftation 
into the Church: but she is totally silent as to its being the in- 
strument of our Justification. 
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(2.) This part of the Article is very correctly explained by 
Bishop Burnett. 

Baptism is a@ FEDERAL ADMISSION into Christianity : in 
which, on God’s part, all the blessings of the Gospel are made 
over to the baptised; and, on the other hand, the person bap- 
tised takes on him, by a solemn profession and vow, to observe 
and adhere to the whole Christian religion. 

(3.) The doctrine itself, [ suppose, is built upon the follow- 
ing text of the great Apostle. 

As the body ts one, and hath many members; and as all the 
members of that one body, being many are one body : so also is 
Christ. For, by one Spirit, are we all baptised into one body, 
whether we be Jews or Gentiles, whether we be bond or free. 
1 Corinth. xii. 12, 13. 

Our ingraftation, by Baptism, into Christ’s mystical body 
the Church, gives us, among other rights of membership, the 
right of claiming our Justification through Faith. But, in the 
case of baptised infants, who are physically incapable of having 
personal Faith, the exercise of this right for a season lies dor- 
mant. Meanwhile, without personal Faith, their salvation is 
secured, should they die during infancy, by the washing away the 
guilt of that original sin, which is the only sin that can be laid 
to their charge. 

(4.) If this be the Justefication by Baptism insisted upon by 
Mr. Newman, it may safely be admitted: though the benefit 
of such mystification is not very apparent. 

IV. Throughout his whole Work, Mr. Newman perpetually 
ascribes, to those who differ from him, a denial that Any real 
holiness or any inherent righteousness 1s ever communicated from 
above to the justified believer: and this strange whimsy, thus 
gratuitously ascribed, he decorates or disguises, apparently 
from some more than Roman antipathy to the illustrious though 
not infallible Saxon Reformer, by the intentionally invidious 
name of LUTHERANISM. 

Accordingly, as may be seen in his fifth Lecture, he gravely 
argues, as if his opponents denzed the communication of real 
though imperfect inherent righteousness to the justified. 

1. Surely, Mr. Newman cannot have read, with any atten- 
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tion, what the inimitable Hooker says touching the Righ- 
teousness of Sanctification: and as little, if I may presume to 
mention myself in company with such a man, can he have 
attentively perused even my own Work on the Primitive Doc- 
trine of Justification. 

(1.) Divines of the School of Hooker maintain both the 
necessity and the reality of infused personal righteousness or (as 
we are wont to call it) the Raghteousness of Sanctification, 
quite as much, and quite as earnestly, as Mr. Newman and his 
associates can do: but they think, and they think rightly, that 
both Holy Scripture and Primitive Antiquity and the Church _ 
of England alike forbid them to ascribe to this personal righ- 
teousness (real, most assuredly, as far as it goes, though im- 
perfect and defective), the OFFICE of our Forensic or Reputative 
Justification in the Court of Heaven. 

As well might Mr. Newman say, that we deny the useful 
reality of a blanket, because we more than doubt its beneficial 
convertibility into soup. 

Blankets and soups are both of them very good things in 
their respective departments: but there is no heresy, I trust, 
save at Rome, in stoutly denying the office of soup to the 
charitably associated blanket. A poor man will be glad to 
have both: though he would prefer keeping each to its own 
peculiar function, and though he will find no special difficulty 
in ideally distinguishing the function of the one from the func-- 
tion of the other. 

In like manner the E£ztrinsic Righteousness of Justification 
and the Intrinsic Righteousness of Sanctification (for, with all 
submission to my good friend, who, at p. 120, objects to this 
perfectly obvious and perfectly intelligible distinction, I shall 
still, under the auspices of Hooker, venture to maintain and 
employ it) are each, in their several places, indispensably 
necessary, the one under the aspect of right, the other under 
the aspect of gualification, to man’s final salvation: but I have 
yet to learn, why a theologian should be charged with deny- 
ing the reality of the Intrinsic Righteousness of Sanctification, 
because he denies to it the office of either instrumentally or 
meritoriously procuring our Forensic Justification. 
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(2.) On this vital point, nothing can be more beautifully 
clear and more amply explicit than our admirable Homily 
referred to in the eleventh Article. 

It maintains the reality of all the gifts and graces of Infused 
Personal Righteousness in the justified believer: but, in the 
procurement of Justification, it strenuously denies them to have 
any, even the least, hand and concern. 

Faith doth not shut out repentance, hope, love, dread, and 
the fear of God, to be joined with Faith IN every man that ts 
justified: but it shutteth them out from the OFFICE of jus- 
tifying. 

2. I may here, not improperly, notice Mr. Newman’s 
strange perversion of the word SAYING, as used by our ancient 
Homilist. 

The very true meaning of this proposition or SAYING, We be 
justified by Faith only (according to the meaning of the old 
ancient authors), is this: We put our Faith in Christ, that we 
be justified by him only. 

- Now would it be believed that a grave writer, like Mr. 
Newman, could condescend to quibble in manner following ? 

Justification by Faith only is here said to be a SAYING. Con- 
sider, how astonished and pained we should be, were the doctrine 
of the Atonement or of Christ’s Divinity said to be a proposition, 
saying, or form of speaking. p. 285. 

Verily, if we be so morbidly sensitive as Mr. Newman sup- 
poses, we must prepare ourselves to encounter both pain and 
astonishment: forno less a personage than St. Paul has actually 
written; This is a true SAYING and worthy of all men to be re- 
ceived, that Jesus Christ came into the world to save sinners. 
1 Tim. i. 15. 

Because our Homilist scripturally applies the name of a SAY- 
ING to the clause, We be justified by Faith only, Mr.2.Newman 
would absolutely intimate: that, in the judgment and_intention 
of the English Church, the clause in question is a mere Vox et 
preterea nihil, a sort of sounding brass and tinkling cymbal. 

V. On the whole, so far as I can make out Mr. Newman’s 
System by combining together various parts of his Work, it will 
theologise in some such manner as the following. 

1. Weare justified by Faith : we are justified by Obedience : 
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we are justified by Baptism: we are justified conjointly by the 
two Sacraments of Baptism and the Lord’s Supper. p. 1, 213, 
275, 324, 260, 318. 

2. Our Justification precedes our Faith: and our Faith pre- 
cedes our Justification. p. 260. 

3. Justification is a judicial process, by which a sinner is ac- 
counted and declared righteous in the Court of Heaven: but 
still our moral renewal is fitly called our Justification: it being 
perfectly natural to designate both Justification itself and the 
Result of Justification, or (in other words) both Cause and 
Effect, by one and the same appellation. p. 67—69, 93, 94. 

4. The word Justification cannot bear two meanings, yet it 
clearly does bear two meanings, to wit, the accounting righteous 
and the making righteous. p. 72, '70, 247, 107, 67. 

5. There is but one act of justification: nevertheless, there are 
ten thousand Justifications. p. 72, 237. 

6. When the English Church declares, that Faith is the sole 
mean or instrument of Justification, without making any ex- 
ceptions or distinctions ; we must not, by such a declaration, 
understand, that she wishes to deny the existence of sundry 
other instruments in sundry other senses of the term: that is to 
say, Faith, though pronounced to be the sole instrument, is so 
far from really being the sole instrument, that it is nothing more 
than a mere secondary or subordinate or representative instru- 
ment, holding, in its declared soleness, a very inferior rank to 
sundry other instruments of a much higher grade. Thus, for 
instance, the instrumental power of faith cannot interfere with 
the instrumental power of Baptism.p. 258, 260. 

7. But even this admission, that A certain subordinate in- 
strumentality may, in the judgment of the Anglican Church, be 
ascribed to Faith, must be taken cum grano salis, and must not 
be severely interpreted according to the strict letter: because, 
as it distinctly appears from the statements of the Homilies 
themselves, it is, in truth, no instrument at all; for, when they 
speak of Faith being the sole instrument, though they seem to 
predicate of it both soleness and instrumentality, they really 
teach, that Faith is not at all an instrument, but that it is 
purely a symbol. p. 283, 284. | 

VI. A correspondence with Mr. Newman has given me the 
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highest opinion of his truly christian spirit: and a personal con- 
versation with him has heightened that opinion. While I 
mourn over his extraordinary delusion, I feel that I could love 
him as a brother. But still, even to my respect and regard for 
such a man, the lofty cause of Christian Truth must not be be- 
trayed and sacrificed. 

The least evil of Mr. Newman’s System is, that it is a tissue 
of contradictions and inconsistencies. Were it nothing more, it 
would reflect only upon his own clearness of apprehension : but 
unhappily, it exhibits a strange and mischievous attempt, to 
mix up together, wholesome food and rank poison, the sound 
doctrine of the Church of England and the pernicious dogmas of 
the Church of Rome, Scriptural Orthodoxy, and Popish 
Heterodoxy. . 

That such a preposterous effort, to blend together into one 
mass the unamalgamating elements of Truth and Falsehood, 
should produce the most unmitigable confusion, is small wonder : 
but the danger is, that Mr. Newman’s ingenuity of mystification 
should disguise the real evil of his Lectures, and should seduce 
his incautious admirers into all the grossness of Tridentism be- 
fore they are well aware of the precipice upon which they 
totter. 

When the book is simply read, as books (I believe) most 
commonly are read, there is a certain haziness spread over it, 
which, like the thick fog and darkness of old John Bunyan’s 
Enchanted Ground, prevents men, without the aid of a guide 
and lantern, from distinctly seeing whither they are going. 

But, when the several propositions are extracted and placed 
in immediate mutual juxta-position, the theological pilgrim, 
who has been toiling through Mr. Newman’s opaca viarum, is 
enabled to see where he is, and thence to judge whether in 
broad day-light he be willing still to pursue his perilous 
journey. 

This duty I have endeavoured to perform: and, with all 
kindness of feeling I say it, should my labour deprive my 
excellent friend of a single follower, still more should it lead 
himself seriously to reconsider the position which he has taken 
up, I shall have my reward. 

With the very best intentions, with unquestionable sincerity, 
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with a character like that of the knightly Bayard sans peur et 
sans reproche, Mr. Newman strikes me, as labouring under the 
misfortune of possessing a very subtle and restless mind: a 
mind, which cannot be easy without making, in the simplest 
matters, endless distinctions, clear perhaps, by some incompre- 
hensible intellectual process, to itself, but dark and perplexed 
and hopelessly unintelligible to all other persons. What bene- 
fit is to be derived from such a mode of theologising, even were 
Mr. Newman’s doctrinal views more sound than I fear they are, 
I confess myself unable to discover. 

Let that brotherly love, which is inspired by the conscious- 
ness of a common Saviour, a common hope, a common Church, 
and a common end, be our [renicum. 


NUMBER VIL. 


A BARRISTER’S LEGAL STATEMENT OF THE DOCTRINE OF 
JUSTIFICATION. 


In a conversation on the topic of Forensic Justification with 
an intelligent legal friend and very dear relative of my own, 
who has creditably deemed the study of Theology not incom- 
patible with the study and practice of the Law, he technically 
and in the language of his own profession, expressed his con- 
ceptions of my ideas with so much clearness and precision, that 
I requested him to put down his statement upon paper. He 
complied with my request: and I thus have the high gratifica- 
tion of being enabled to give a layman’s professzonal exhibition 
of the doctrine of Forensic Justification. 


The terms, TO JUSTIFY and JUSTIFICATION, appear to me 
to require a different definition, according as they are employed 
with reference to the office of the Judge and with reference to 
the office of the Defendant or his Advocate. 

If employed with reference to the office of the Judge, J 
should define the term TO JUSTIFY, as.meaning To declare that 
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the Defendant is not amenable to any punishment; and the 
term JUSTIFICATION, as meaning The declaration of the Court 
that the Defendant is not amenable to any punishment. 

If employed with reference to the oflice of the Defendant or 
his Advocate, I should define the term TO JUSTIFY, as meaning 
To shew sufficient cause why judgment should not go against the 
Defendant; and the term JUSTIFICATION, as meaning An 
establishment of the sufficiency of the cause shewn. 

Considering the terms as employed with reference to the 
office of the Defendant or his Advocate, this Cause so shewn 
may be: 

Either 1. An absolute denial or traverse of the charge ; 

Or 2. An Admission of the act charged, coupled with a 
denial of its culpability ; 

Or 3. An admission both of the act charged and of its culpa- 
bility, coupled with an averment that its gravamen has been re- 
moved by sufficient satisfaction. 

Almost every line of defence may be classed under one of these 
three heads : and the position, in which fallen man stands with 
regard to his Maker, seems most analogous to the case of a 
Defendant, admitting to its fullest extent the wrong done, but 
relying upon satisfaction made for it on his behalf by another 
person. 

I. Now it is obvious, that a Defendant, so circumstanced, 
must not only shew, that The thing which he relies onasa satis- 
faction has actually been done, and that Jt is abstractedly suffi- 
cient to cover the wrong: but he must further shew Such a con- 
nection, between himself the wrong-doer, and the party who has 
made satisfaction, as to entitle him to appropriate to himself me 
benefit of that satisfaction. 

1. In the Christian Scheme, every man is compelled to ad- 
mit, in its fullest extent, the charge brought against him: and 
he is at liberty to couple this admission with an averment ; that 
Our Saviour, by his death, made satisfaction for the sins of all 
mankind. 

2. But, if he stop here, and attempt thence to argue ; that 
THEREFORE he is justified: the reply is; that, Although the 
satisfaction, made by Christ, is fully SUFFICIENT to cover the 
sins of all mankind, yet it is distinctly declared, that no man can 
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APPROPRIATE that satisfaction to his own case, except by 
Faith. 

3. Hence he must go further, and aver: that He was that 
Faith. Otherwise, though he pleads a satisfaction abstractedly 
sufficient, he fails to shew his own connection with it and with 
the person who made it. 

II. Perhaps the following illustration may explain my mean- 
ing more fully. 

After a rebellion, im which all the inhabitants of a province 
have been implicated and have thereby forfeited their lives, the 
king of the country issues a proclamation, declaring: that He 
has agreed to pardon all the rebels SOLELY in consideration of a 
sum, already paid, in the way of ransom, by a certain sponsible 
individual, for the offences of all parties engaged in the rebel- 
lion ; provided always, that no person shall be entitled to claim 
the benefit of the ransom, who does not come in by a given day 
and enrol himself as henceforth the lawfully acquired vassal or 
tiege-man of the ransomer. 

I. Here, if any person be subsequently charged with the re- 
bellion, it will not be enough for him to plead, The PAYMENT 
of the ransom for his offence, and its SUFFICIENCY in point of 
value to buy him off, and the king’s PROCLAMATION to that 
effect: but he must further aver and prove, that He enrolled 
himself and duly took suit and service with his ransomer according 
to the tenor of the proclamation; pleading, that He has THERE- 
FORE become entitled to claim all the benefit of the ransom. 

2. Now, in this case, the enrolment is not The satisfaction 
for the offence or The thing which justifies the confessedly of- 
fending individual: for, by the terms of the proclamation, the 
sole consideration for the pardon is The ransom. 

So, in like manner, in the Christian Scheme, Faith is not The 
satisfaction for our sins or the thing (properly speaking) which 
justifies us: for the sole consideration, on which pardon is 
offered and granted to us, is The Merits and Death of Christ. 

3. The Enrolment in the one case, and Faith in the other 
case, I take to be purely INSTRUMENTAL. They are, re- 
spectively, the MEANS, through which the Defendant, in either 
case alike, is enabled to appropriate to himself an existing satis- 
faction abstractedly sufficient to cover the wrong done. 
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(1.) In the former case, we are justified or made clear in the 
sight of God, on account of the ransom made applicable to our 
offence through the INSTRUMENTALITY of the Enrolment. 

(2.) In the latter case, we are justified or made clear in the 
sight of God, on account of the Merits of Christ, made applic- 
able to our sins through the INSTRUMENTALITY of Faith in 
him. 


The principle of the Romish Church is, to hoodwink the 
Laity, and to keep them theologically in a state of degraded 
submission to the Clergy. But the directly opposite principle 
of the Church of England leads her Clergy, with one of the 
most eminent of her Prelates, to exclaim: Would God, all the 
Lord’s people were prophets! She asserts, indeed: that Jt is 
not lawful for any man to take upon him the office of publicly 
preaching or ministering the Sacraments in the Congregation, 
before he be lawfully called and sent to execute the same: but 
she rejoices, when a layman will so study Theology, as to be 
qualified, though he may never be commissioned, to undertake 
the peculiar functions of the Priesthood. 


NUMBER VIII. 


PRAYERS FOR THE DEAD, VIEWED AS TENDING TO EFFECT 
THE DOCTRINE OF JUSTIFICATION. 


In the Oxford Tracts for the Times, the author of the Tract, 
number 38, mentions, with evident regret, that the Prayers for 
the Dead, which were suffered to stand in King Edward’s first 
Liturgy, were afterward omitted: and the omission of them 
he ascribes to the influence of Bucer and the Puritans and the 
Foreign School of Geneva. 

This matter has been well discussed by Archdeacon Browne 
in the Appendix to his Charge of June 7, 1838, append. numb. 
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iv: but there are some points, and among them a palmary 
point, which he has pretermitted. 

I. It is a question of the least possible consequence, whether 
the final omission of those superstitious prayers was, or was not, 
owing to the School pointed out by the author of the Tract. 
The truth is, the Church of England, whether influenced, or not 
influenced by others, stood pledged, by her own decision, to 
throw out those Prayers for the Dead. Unless wholly regard- 
less of consistency, it was impossible for her to retain, at once, 
both such Prayers and her own sixth Article. 

1. The Sixth Article propounds: that, Whatever is not read 
in Holy Scripture, nor may be proved thereby, is not to be re- 
quired of any man, that it should be believed as an article of 
the Favth. 

2. Now, if Prayers for the Dead had remained authorita- 
tively fixed in the Anglican Liturgy, it is quite clear, that, by 
an imperative injunction of their use, a doctrine, which is nei- 
ther read in Scripture, nor may be proved thereby ; the doctrine, 
to wit, of The bounden duty and certain benefit of praying for 
the Dead; would, to all intents and purposes, have been im- 
posed, upon the belief of her members, as an Article of the 
Faith. 

3. Hence we may be sure: that, even if Bucer had never 
said a single syllable on the subject, much time could not have 
elapsed, ere a discovery was made, that Prayers for the Dead 
and The Sixth Article could not both be retained. Common 
sense itself would shew, that one or the other must be rejected. 

Accordingly, with abundance of sound insular wisdom 
which required not the aid of any foreign teaching, the Article 
was retained, and the unscriptural Prayers were thrown out. 

This is the true state of the case, over which, in more places 
than one, the writers of the Tracts for the Times waste an abun- 
dance of misapplied regret and lamentation. Since they clear- 
ly cannot keep both, are we to understand them as intimating, 
that they would have retained the Prayers and rejected the dr- 
ticle ? If so, they avow a preference of the Romish Principle 
to the Anglican Principle: and, thenceforward, cease to be 
consistent members of the English Church as at present con- 
stituted. 
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iI. The author of the Tract now before us (a matter, yet 
further left unnoticed by the Archdeacon in his most seasonable 
Charge and Appendix) has contrived more ingeniously than in- 
genuously, to slide away, from Prayers FOR the Dead, to A 
Commemoration OF the Dead: thus seeking to mystify a very 
plain matter by identifying two things as different from each 
other as darkness and light. 

In King Edward’s first book, says he, the dead were prayed 
for: not, of course, as if there were a Purgatory ; but as if it 
were right TO COMMEMORATE, and hold communion with, the 
Saints in Paradise. 

All Prayers FOR the Dead are certainly 4 Commemoration 
oF the Dead : but it does not, therefore, quite logically follow, 
that Every Commemoration OF the Dead is A Prayer FoR the 
Dead. . 

Inher Collects for various days which bear the names of 
various Saints, our Church thankfully commemorates Peter or 
John or Paul or Matthias: but I cannot find, that she any 
where, in those Collects, prays for them. 

So, likewise, in the Prayer for the whole state of Christ’s 
Church Militant here on earth, she teaches us to bless God’s 
holy name, for all his servants departed this life in his faith and 
fear: but, while, like the Primitive Church, she thus, thank- 
fully though not nominatim, commemorates the pious dead, she 
presumes not to burn unhallowed incense upon her figurative 
altar by offering up unscriptural Prayers on their behalf. 

So again, in the office for Burial, she directs us to pray, that 
WE ourselves, with all those that are departed in the true faith 
of God’s holy name, may have our perfect consummation and bliss 
both in body and soul, in his eternal and everlasting glory : but 
she does not impose upon us the use of any raven to this 
effect, for THOSE THAT ARE THUS DEPARTED. 

IIL. The universal occurrence of Prayers for the Dead in 
the Ancient Liturgies, as exhibited by Mr. Palmer in his Ori- 
gines Liturgice, has been urged to me, in evidence, by a friend, 
whose piety and amiability I rate most highly. 

Mr. Palmer’s Work on the Liturgies [ have not read: but I 
conclude, that he has not failed to inform his readers, that nei- 
ther the Clementine Liturgy, nor any one of the other Liturgies, 
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was committed to writing until the fifth century. This being 
the fact, it is obvious: that, although such concurrence of the 
Liturgies may afford a very satisfactory proof, that Prayers for 
the Dead, with whatever view, had come into general use, in the 
course of the fifth century ; it affords no historical proof what- 
ever, that they had been used by the whole Catholic Church 
Jrom the beginning. While the Liturgies floated loosely in the 
memories of the Clergy, they would, from time to time, with 
the full approbation of the Laity, receive additions in accordance 
with whatever fashionable notions were creeping into the 
Church: and, when we recollect the close connection and rapid 
intercourse between the various Branches of the Church during 
many of the earlier centuries, there is small difficulty in account- 
ing for that universal occurrence of Prayers for the Dead in the 
old Liturgies which we find so warmly insisted upon. 

1. In themselves, then, as they stand committed to writing 
not earlier than the fifth century, the attempted proof from the 
concurrence of the Liturgies is plainly defective. 

Would we make any legztimate evidential use of the old Li- 
turgies, we must bring alzunde independent and more ancient tes- 
timony to establish the point: that, What they teach, was the 
doctrine of the Church from the beginning. 

(1.) Thus, in my own A4postolicity of Trinitarianism, I 
alleged the universality of Doxologies to the Triune God in 
the ancient Liturgies, as a proof of the catholic reception of the 
doctrine of the Trinity. 

But then, while carefully informing my reader that those 
Liturgies were not committed to writing until the fifth century, 
and while apprising him that in themselves consequently they 
afforded no legitimate evidence of the aboriginal use of such 
Doxologies: I duly checked and established the validity of 
their testimony by an adduction of exactly parallel doxologies, 
as used by Hippolytus and Tertullian and Clement of Alexan- 
dria and Irenéus and the venerable Polycarp at his martyrdom, 
and the whole Primitive Church in the days of Justin Martyr. 

Hence, in upward progress through the third and second cen- 
turies, the use of such Doxologies, is finally brought to touch 
the age of St. John. See Apost. of Trinitar. book i. chap. 7. 

(2.) Analogously to this very reasonable and very satisfactory 
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process, I contend : that he, who from the concurrence of the 
ancient’ Liturgies, would demonstrate the universal use of 
Prayers for the Dead from the very beginning, must bring cer- 
tain independent and more ancient testimony to bear him out in 
his demonstration. 

Now the principle of evidence, here laid down, I enforced 
upon my friend: and I challenged him, if he were able, to pro- 
duce any independent testimony, in behalf of Prayers for the 
Dead, higher than the time of Tertullian or about A. D. 200; a 
testimony, as 1 remarked, even in itself wholly insufficient for 
his purpose, inasmuch as Tertullian does not bear witness that 
such practice was the familiar universal practice of the Church, 
but simply, in his own person, advises a woman, who was dis- 
tressed on account of the death of her husband, while she 
offered up the customary oblation of commemorative thanks- 
giving for those who had departed hence in the faith and fear of 
the Lord, to pray for his soul that he might obtain refreshment 
and participation in the first resurrection. 

Pro anima ejus oret ; et refrigerium interim adpostulat ei et 
in prima resurrectione consortium ; et offerat annuis diebus dor- 
mitionis ejus. Tertull. de monogam. § 10. Oper. p. 578. 

The circumstance attendant upon the advice is the more re- 
markable: because, while Tertullian, simply and in his own 
person, recommends a Prayer for the Dead; he attests the uni- 
versal practice of making yearly commemorative oblations of 
thanksgiving on account of the happy deaths of the pious; 
which deaths were viewed as their nativities into a better state 
of existence. 

Oblationes pro defunctis, pro natalitiis, annua die facimus, 
Tertull. de coron. mil. § 3. Oper. p. 449. 

Et jam repete, apud Deum pro cujus Spiritu postulas, pro 
qua oblationes aunuas reddas. Stabis ergo ad Deum cum tot 
uxoribus, quot illas oratione commemoras, et offeres pro duabus, 
et commemorabis illas duas per sacerdotem,—et ascendet sacri- 
ficium tuum libera fronte. Tertull. Exhort. ad castit. Oper. 
p. 564. 

The difference is striking. Tertullian, we see, attests the 
universal practice of commemorating the pious dead by an annual 
oblation of thanksgiving to God: but not a syllable does he say 
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of any universal practice of Prayers for the benefit of the dead. 
This difference, I submit, could never have occurred, if the Li- 
turgies, as written in the fifth century, faithfully exhibited the 
unbroken practice of the Church Catholic from the very begin- 
ning. At the same time, it may be remarked, that, in the gra- 
dual progress of apostatic corruption, nothing would be more 
easy, than a half imperceptible sliding, from the thankful com- 
memoration of the figurative nativity of the pious dead to an 
offering up of prayers for them: and this,as we may gather from 
the very mode in which (for it is the earliest instance upon record) 
the two are associated together by Tertullian, was, I make 
no doubt, the medium, through which the present unscriptural 
will-worship was finally, subsequent to the close of the second 
century, introduced into the public service of the Church. 

2. As we have no evidence whatever for the universal primi- 
tive adoption of Prayers for the Dead; and as we have no case 
of even any private exhortation to the practice anterior to the 
case of Tertullian, though, from the subjects incidentally treated 
of by his predecessors Clement and Polycarp and Athenagoras 
and Irenéus, such practice, had it existed, must at least have 
been mentioned by them (Clem. Rom. Epist. ad Corinth. ii. 
§ 8. Polycarp. Epist. ad Philipp. § 2, 7. Athenag. de 
Resurr. Mort. Oper. p. 143-—219. —Iren. adv. her. lib. v. ec. 
26. p. 356.) : so, while the superstition was gradually creep- 
ing into the Church and gradually introducing itself into the 
merely recited Liturgies previous to their being committed to 
writing in the fifth century, we actually find upon record, in 
the middle of the fourth century, what may be fairly termed a 
very extensive protest against it. 

Cyril of Jerusalem, in one of his Mystagogical Catecheses, 
professes bimself favourable to the now insinuated practice, 
particularly if the Prayers for the Dead were offered up over 
what, in the novel fashionable phraseology of the day, he calls 
the holy and most tremendous sacrifice. But, though the idle 
recommendation of Tertullian, purely upon the strength of his 
own private judgment, had now been received and acted upon 
in various Liturgies of the Church: still Cyril admits, that 
MANY were wont to question the propriety of such prayers, 
asking very reasonably; How is the soul benefited by having 
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mention made of vt in your prayer, whether it has departed from 
this life in a state of sin or not in a state of sin? This search- 
ing question he attempts to answer, by adducing, in illustration, 
the supposed case of a king, who had first banished from his 
presence certain of his rebellious subjects, and who had after- 
ward been persuaded at the instance of their friends and rela- 
tives to remit their punishment: but, while he doubtless is 
evidence to the liturgical existence of the practice in his days, 
it is remarkable, that, in vindication of it, he pretends not to 
allege its universal adoption in the Church from the beginning. 
Respecting scriptural authority, he is, of course, prudently 
silent: and, indeed, on his own very excellent principle of 
cautioning his Catechumens against receiving any thing which 
even he himself might teach them unless it could be established 
by warrant of Holy Scripture, it is not easy to comprehend, 
how, consistently at least, he could recommend to them the 
gratuitous practice of praying for the dead. 

Kai Bovrouar tudis amd vmodeiyuatos meioas * ida yap WOAAOTS 
ToT Aéyovtac, Ts Gperetras Wuyy, meta awaptyudtoy amarrac- 
gopevn TovdE TOD Kdomov, H ov EO” auaptnudroy, cay emt THs mpo- 
cedyns pynuovedyte; Cyril. Hieros. Catech. Mystag. v. p. 241. 

Aci yeep, wept t&v Oetwv Kal diylov rng alates puortyplov, fonds 7d 
Tuxoy avev Tay beiwy mapadidecbar ypapay, unde aris miBavernts Kat 
Ayov KatracKkevats wapapeperban * unde eucl TH Tatra cor Aeyovts da- 
ABs miatevons, cay THY amderbiy TOY KaTAayyeAAoevay amd TOY Belov 
wn A&Bns ypapav. Cyril. Hieros. Catech. iv. p. 30. 

It is somewhat amusing to place these two pugnacious pas- 
sages in immediate juxta-position. Nor can the credit of Cyril 
be saved by the supposition, that he might have vindicated 
Prayers for the Dead by a reference to the Apocrypha, viewed 
as Canonical Scripture juxta Concilium Tridentinum: for, un- 
luckily, he exhorts his Catechumens to stick to the twenty and 
two Canonical Books of the Old Testament and to have no 
dealing with the Apocrypha. 

Tovtay tas elo vo BiBrovs avayivwoxe * mpog 08 Te ameKpYga 
pnde exe Kowoy . Tavras povac pedera omovdaiws, ac Kah ey exkAnola 
peTa Tapiynoiag dyvaywoboKoyer * TOAD Tou Ppovimwrepar joay of Anoo- 


as ~ ~ * / , 
TOACL, KUL 04 Apyaios EwloKome , oF THS EKKANTIAG TpoTTATAL, ob TavTas 
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mapadovres. Sd ody, Téxvov rho exkAyolas av, wy mapaxaparre 
rods Oerpods. Cyril. Hieros. Catech. iv. p. 37. 

The defect of Scriptural authority is doubtless the true prin- 
ciple, on which our Reformers in England, as they gradually 
and cautiously emerged from the darkness of Popery, rejected 
those Prayers for the Dead which had been retained in the 
first Book of king Edward. They perceived them to be utterly 
unscriptural: and, since their sixth Article avowed, that 
nothing ought to be imposed as an article of Faith unless it 
could be demonstrated from Holy Scripture; they readily saw 
the incongruity of imposing upon the Church the use of Prayers, 
which, of plain necessity, involved an unscriptural Article of 
Faith. The satisfactory result was a rejection of the Prayers 
and a retention of the invaluable Sixth Article, 

IV. I have entered upon this subject, because, in the rapid 
downward progress of Superstition, the unwarranted practice of 
praying for the dead soon introduced a virtual inroad upon the 
sound scriptural doctrine of Justification. 

1. So long as prayers were offered up for the dead, either 
that they might partake of the first resurrection or with the 
vague fanciful hope of procuring for them some undefined 
imaginary benefit: at all events, unscripturally childish as was 
the practice, the doctrine of Justification itself remained un- 
touched. 

But, when a not unnatural speculation upon the object of such 
prayers introduced, in no very great lapse of time, the notion of 
a Purgatory: then the doctrine of Justification was fearfully in- 
vaded ; for then men were taught, that their penal sufferings 
might make satisfaction for their sins, and thus might finally 
procure their admission into heaven. 

We may here, therefore, see the danger of admitting even the 
first inroad of unscriptural Superstition. We know not, where 
it may stop, and to what growth it may attain. An unhallowed 
plant springs up with portentous rapidity: and, though, in 
baneful luxuriance, it may yield its fruit every month ; certainly, 
unlike the apocalyptic tree of life, its leaves are not for the 
healing of the nations. What, originally, albeit somewhat 
foolish, might at least seem harmless, may speedily introduce 
corruptions, which the first opener of the door little anticipated. 
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2. In truth, the PRINCIPLE itself is the matter to be repudi- 
ated. 

(1.) Thegroundwork of the Roman Church, as it stands lumin- 
ously expounded by the Tridentine Fathers, is: that Doctrines 
and dependent Practices may be imposed, on other authority 
than that of Scripture. Concil. Trident. Sess. iv. p. 7, 8. 

(2.) The groundwork of the Anglican Church, as it is no 
less luminously expounded in her sixth Article, is: that No- 
thing, save what can be proved from Scripture, is to be imposed 
as either a doctrinal or a practical article of the Faith. 

(3.) Hence, the result is plainly this. 

They, who, on the ill-disguised PRINCIPLE of the Roman 
Church, patronise the imposition of Liturgical Prayers for the 
Dead under whatever aspect, most indisputably take the first 
step into Popery. 

V. My friend, whose christian spirit I cannot too highly laud 
and admire (for, in truth, it contrasts but too favourably with 
my own occasional brusqueria), was very unwilling to admit 
this home statement: and, with some ingenuity, he attempted 
to parry it, by drawing a distinction, between imposing Prayers 
for the Dead upon others, and using them individually one’s self 
without seeking to invade the christian liberty of our neighbours. 
The former, he admitted might be the first step into Popery : 
the latter he denied to be marked by any such uncomely 
characteristic. 

1. That there is a difference, in point of MALIGNITY, be- 
tween the two cases, will readily and safely be acknowledged : 
but still, in each, the PRINCIPLE is the same; the PRINCIPLE, 
to wit, of the Roman Church, as contradistinguished from the 
PRINCIPLE of the Anglican Church. 

Accordingly, the two cases, being identical in PRINCIPLE, 
differ from each other, only as Suicide differs from Murder. 

In the first, an unscriptural Article of Faith is imposed by a 
man upon himself: in the second, the same unscriptural Arti- 
cle of Faith is imposed by a man upon others. The PRINCIPLE, 
meanwhile, remains, in each case alike, precisely the same. 

2. But it is painful to observe : that the writer of the Oxford 
Tract for the Times now before us (1 mean Tract numb. 88.), 
in regretting, as he evidently does regret, the very judicious and 
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highly proper removal of Prayers for the Dead from our An- 
glican Liturgy, regrets, in truth, the cessation of that identical 
imposition of an unscriptural dogma upon others, which my 
friend admitted to be the first step into Popery. For, had we 
Anglicans been required, either in our sacerdotal ministration or 
in our laic adhesion, to use an unscriptural Prayer for the Dead: 
we should, to all intents and purposes, have had an unscriptura] 
article of Faith imposed upon us, 

Such being the case, it may be doubted, whether the nomen- 
clature of the anonymous anthor, in styling his performance 4 
Tract suitable to the Times, is, in a protestant sense, altogether 
correct. That a Romanist would admit its suitability, is, by 
no means, improbable. 

VI. What has been said, relative to this same first step into 
Popery, affords, I think, a full answer to the neither very logi- 
cal nor very accurate allegation, contained in another of the 
Oxford Tracts, as cited by Archdeacon Browne. 

The Prayer for the Dead had been retained, on the first put- 
ting together of our Liturgy in Edward VPs first book: tt was 
excluded from the second, at the instigation of Bucer and Cal- 
vin; and Bucer’s alteration was adopted. The original un- 
biassed judgment, then, of our Reformers was to retain the 
Prayer: and it argues no tendency to Popery, tf any one WISH, 
that our Reformers had, in this and other points for which they 
had THE AUTHORITY OF THE EARLY CHURCH, adhered to 
their first judgment. ‘Tracts for the Times, vol. iii. p. 19. apud 
Browne. 

I mean no offence: but certainly the present passage strikes 
upon my own apprehension as not a little singular. 

To say, that A wisn for the adoption of the very Princi- 
ple of Popery, argues, on the part of the WISHER, no tendency 
to Popery,is a paradox, which must needs perplex an ordinary 
reasoner : to say, that, Prayers for the Dead had the authority 
of the EARLY Church, is an assertion, which will equally per- 
plex the inquirer who has never yet been able to discover any 
tangible Historical Testimony to that effect : and to say, that 
The original unbiassed judgment of our Reformers is in favour of 
Prayers for the Dead, is a statement which seems to bring out 
no very intelligibly binding conclusion. 
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Respecting this last matter, our own Reformers, much like 
other Reformers their contemporaries, had to grope their way, 
inch by inch, out of dirt and darkness: and it is small wonder, 
that they attained not, instantaneously, and (as it were) per 
saltum, to complete doctrinal and practical correctness. The 
writer of this Tract, I presume, is not ignorant, that Cranmer 
long retained the popish doctrine of the corporal presence of 
Christ in the Eucharist, and that he was brought to a better 
judgment, mainly by the instrumentality of Ridley. Would he 
then be consistent, he stands pledged to say: that The original 
unbiassed jndgment of our most eminent Reformer was to retain 
the doctrine of Transubstantiation ; and that It argues no ten- 
dency to Popery, if any ane WISH, that he had adhered to his 
Jirst judgment. 

The paradoxes of these whimsical children of my old quiet 
and respectable Alma Mater would be eminently mischievous, 
did they not admit of such a very facile exposure. 


NUMBER IX. 


ON RESERVE IN COMMUNICATING RELIGIOUS KNOWLEDGE, 
AS INCULCATED UPON THE CLERGY IN THE EIGHTIETHA 
TRACT FOR THE TIMES. 


The author of the eightieth Tract, as it stands numbered in the 
Oxford Tracts for the Times, while specially addressing this 
Tract to the Clergy, delivers the sum and substance of his ad- 
vice in manner following. 

The prevailing notion of bringing forward the ATONEMENT, 
explicitly and prominently, on all occasions, is evidently quite 
opposed to what we (the collective writers of the Tracts, I sup- 
pose) consider the teaching of Scripture: nor do we find any 
sanction for it in the Gospels. If the Epistles of St. Paul ap- 
pear to favour tt, it is only at first sight. Tract 1xxx. p. 74. 

It would have been more satisfactory, if the author of this 
Tract had distinctly and unequivocally stated what idea he 
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meant to convey by the expression of Bringing forward the 
ATONEMENT, explicitly and prominently, on all occasions. 

Are we, by the phrase 4/l occasions, to understand, indif- 
ferently, the Hour of business, the Social Circle, the Press no 
matter what the subject treated of may be, and the Pulpit ? 
Or are we to limit the import of the phrase to the Pulpit alone : 
so that the author is to be viewed, as censuring the systematic 
adduction of the ATONEMENT, explicitly and prominently, in 
the public Sermons which we address to our Congregations ? 

His exhortation would perhaps have been more useful, had it 
been less ambiguously oracular. Still, however, he apparently 
would give us some clue to his meaning, by the introductory 
representation: that the propriety of thus, prominently and ex- 
plicitly, on all occasions, bringing forward the ATONEMENT, is 
the prevailing notion of the day. 

Now what is the prevailing notion, here referred to? If pre- 
valent, it must needs be familiar: and, thence, we have no oc- 
casion to travel very far in search of it, 

The prevailing notion, then, I suppose, is this: not that the 
Clergy should everlastingly, like a sort of cuckoo-note, bring 
forward the ATONEMENT, before persons of all descriptions, 
without the slightest regard to the probability of benefit, 
whether in the Transaction of secular business, or in Mixed 
Society, or from the Press whatever might be the subject of a 
man’s Publication; but only that the Clergy, unless they 
wished to forfeit their true professional character of faithfully 
preaching the Gospel, should never fail, explicitly and pro- 
minently, to introduce into their Sermons the cardinal doctrine 
in question. 

This prevailing notion, then, I understand the writer to op- 
pose: if he means something else, he ought distinctly to have 
said so. 

I. This grand evidential argument may be stated as follows. 

In the Primitive Church, the Discipline of the Secret was 
used. THEREFORE, in the present day, the Clergy, in their 
Sermons addressed to their Congregations, ought to be very re- 
served and backward in adducing, on all occasions, explicitly and 
prominently, the doctrine of the ATONEMENT. 

Thus runs the main argument, professedly borrowed from the 
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practice of the early Church; although, according at least to 
the view taken of the matter by the author of the Tract, the 
early Church must have strangely departed from the ministerial 
practice of St. Paul, as that Practice is described by himself to 
the Presbyters of the Church at Ephesus (Acts xx. 17—35) : 
and, under every aspect, I profess myself unable to discern the 
logical conclusiveness of a mode of reasoning, which, in exhort- 
ing us to refrain from the habit of perpetually and prominently 
and explicitly preaching the doctrine of the Atonement, of 
course exhorts us also to be cautious how we dwell too much 
and too definitely upon the immediately dependent doctrine of 
Justification. 

1. A condition of severe persecution, and an unwillingness to 
ex pose themselves needlessly and uselessly to profane ridicule by 
casting their pearls before swine, drove the Primitive Christians 
into a species of Free-Masonry : the machinery of which, as 
well as the name, was evidently borrowed from the ancient 
Mysteries of Paganism. 

The grand secret was the doctrine of the Trinity; a secret, 
horribly burlesqued by the vile buffoon in Lucian, in con- 
sequence of that author having obtained some partial know- 
ledge of it: and the subordinate secrets were the various 
doctrines dependent upon it; such as the incarnation, the atone- 
ment, the resurrection, the prevailing intercession, the return to 
judgment, and the like. 

Now, though the fear of persecution, or the instinctive 
shrinking from the profaneness of pagan ridicule, did not abso- 
lutely lead to an entire concealment of the Christian system ; 
for we find it, more or less explicitly, detailed in the ancient 
Apologies and other writings of a kindred description: yet the 
plan of the Mysteries or the Discipline of the Secret was 
avowedly, to a great extent, a species of reserve and backward- 
ness in communicating the religious knowledge acquired from 
divine revelation. 

2. Thus far, the author of the Tract, who has done me the 
honour to refer to myself, and who has thence given me a sort of 
right to interfere in the fray between himself and my friend Mr. 
Townsend, is correct enough in his description of the Christian 
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Mysteries. But, in the turn which he would give to them, he 
is by no means correct: and the consequence is, that his argu- 
ment, being based upon false premises, brings him to a most 
lame and impotent conclusion. 

(1.) The ancient Discipline of the Secret inculcated no such 
reserve, as, making it the ground of his argument, he would re- 
commend to the Ciergy. 

In the technical phraseology of the Mysteries, the reserve of 
the Arcane Discipline respected those without, not those within. 
It was not internal, but external. Hence it was not a reserve, 
in bringing forward the Atonement, on all occasions, explicitly 
and prominently, to those, who, after much previous instruction 
and long trial, had, through the door of Baptism, been initiated 
or admitted into the full confidence of complete Ecclesiastical 
Membership: the reserve extended only to the Pagans and to 
the not yet thoroughly instituted Catechumens. 

As for the Pagans, there were small wisdom in communica- 
ting, to profane Scoffers, at the hazard of life and limb, upon 
all occasions and without the least discretion, the peculiar doc- 
trines of Christianity: and, as for the Catechumens, on the 
ordinary principle of gradual instruction, even to say nothing of 
the danger in early times of harbouring hypocritical traitors, 
those doctrines were communicated, not instantly, but in the 
course of their final preparation for Baptism. 

(2.) The whole principle is very distinctly set forth by Cyril 
of Jerusalem in one of his Catecheses. 

To hear the Gospel, indeed, is permitted toall: but the GLORY 
OF THE GOSPEL ts set apart for Christ’s genuine disciples only. 
The Lord spake in parables to those, who were able indeed to 
hear: but, to the disciples, he privately explained the parables. 
THE SPLENDOR OF THE GLORY belongs to the Illuminated: 
the blinding belongs to unbelievers. These MYSTERIES the 
Church communicates to him, who is quitting the class of the 
Catechumens. For it is not customary to reveal them to the 
Heathens: nor do we propound to a Heathen the MYSTERIES 
concerning THE FATHER AND THE SON AND THE HOLY 
GHosT. Neither yet do we openly speak concerning them to the 
Catechumens : but we often speak many things covertly ; in order 
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that the Faithful who know them may understand us, and in 
order that the Catechumens who are ignorant of them may not be 
injured. Cyril. Hieros. Catech. vi. p. 60, 

Here we may see, who the persons were, toward whom a 
systematic reserve was kept up: the Pagans, to wit ; and the 
imperfectly taught Catechumens. 

(3.) As for the fully instructed and fully initiated, so far was 
there from being any reserve in bringing forward to them the 
Atonement explicitly and prominently on all occasions: that 
that doctrine, under the aspect of Salvation, united with the 
name of Jesus Christ the Son of God, was actually the tessera 
or watch-word, by which, as the special badge of their profes- 
sion, Christians, in seasons of danger, made themselves known 
to each other. 

The sign was 1X@YT2: the counter-sign was IXOTAION. 

Now, when a Christian contrived to say, to another person 
who might probably be a Christian but of whose Christianity 
he was not certain, the single word FISH in the greek language ; 
no suspicion could, by any possibility, arise, either among the 
by-standers, or in the mind of the person addressed if he hap- 
pened to be not a Christian; and as little suspicion could 
spring up among the by-standers, if the apparently careless re- 
ply were, in the same language, A LITTLE FISH. 

Yet, by this interchange of seemingly indifferent words, 
Christians, at once, made themselves mutually known, and pro- 
fessed the great doctrine of the atonement through Christ the 
Saviour. For the simply sounding word 1X@Y* instantaneously 
communicated, to the Christian Mysta, the vital dogma of JESUS 
CHRIST, THE SON OF GOD, THE SAVIOUR: and that no less 
simply sounding answer IX@YAION conveyed, in return, a 
devout acknowledgment of that dogma with a profession of 
humble and diminutive discipleship. 

In IX@YS were read the initials of the sentence Incats Xeiorde 
Occd Vids LHtTH0 : and, in the diminitive IX@TAION, with a 
reference to the initiatory waters of Baptism in which alike 
both the *Ixis and the *Iyv00r had been plunged, was con- 
veyed a confession that the speaker was a small and undeserving 
follower of Christ the Saviour who had made atonement for him. 

This practice is alluded to by Tertullian: so that the plan 
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must have been contrived anterior to the third century. Tertull. 
de Baptism. Oper. p. 703. 

II. Thus stands the case. Consequently, when the premises 
are correctly stated, the argument in the eightieth Tract for the 
Times, will run as follows. 

The Primitive Christians, under their peculiar circumstances, 
used great reserve, in explicitly and prominently bringing for- 
ward, on all occasions, the doctrine of the Atonement, to Pagans 
promiscuously, and to Catechumens while in the lower classes of 
christian institution. THEREFORE, under totally different cir- 
cumstance, the English Clergy, in their Sermons, ought to use 
great reserve in preaching, explicitly and prominently, on all oc- 
casions, the doctrine of the Atonement to those, who are not 
Pagans, but who at least by Baptism and by Profession are 
Christians. 

1. If such reasoning can convince my brethren of the Clergy, 
that they ought to eschew the recorded practice of St. Paul 
and adopt that which comes recommended to them by the 
eccentric writer of the Tract before us, it may be doubted, 
whether their evangelical humility can 2x reason be endangered 
by their proficiency in Dialectics. 

2. The very curious subject of the ancient Christian Mys- 
teries 1 have discussed, at some length, in my Apostolicity of 
Trinitarianism, book i. chap. 8. ‘To that discussion I beg to 
refer the reader, in order that he may judge, how far the author 
of the Tract can legitimately argue, from the old Discipline of 
the Secret : that The prevailing notion of bringing forward the 
ATONEMENT, explicitly and prominently, on all occasions, is 
evidently quite opposed to what the writer and his associates 
consider the teaching of Scripture, as explained and exemplified 
by the systematic practice of the Primitive Church. 

III. Can I conclude a Treatise on the Primitive Doctrine of 
Justification, without seriously expressing my sorrow, that men 
should be found in the bosom of the Church of England, who 
apparently careless of the mischief which they may do, can 
amuse themselves with tossing about paradoxes, much as indis- 
creet children amuse themselves with tossing about firebrands ? 

Mere tolerable trifles, which, if they do no good, may perad- 
venture do no great harm, we may silently pretermit ; satisfied 
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with the conviction, that, like other toys of ingenious and 
speculative men, they will have their day, and then disappear 
until possibly another turn of the wheel of fancy may again 
bring them into observation. 

But the case is widely different : when we are gravely assured; 
that An actual adoption of the very PRINCIPLE of Popery, in 
the matter of Prayers for the Dead, argues no tendency to 
Popery ; and, still more, when, from the misrepresented practice 
of the Early Church, we are no less gravely told, that The 
Clergy, on the very same PRINCIPLE, ought to be reserved and 
backward, in preaching upon all occasions, explicitly and pro- 
minently, the doctrine of the Atonement. 

The present times, sure enough, in more respects than one, 
are woefully out of joint: but, when such things are industri- 
ously propounded as fit and suitable to them; it clearly be- 
comes a duty, more especially on the part of the Clergy, to 
protest, so far as we have opportunity, against vagaries of this 
worse than ambiguous character. 

The most simple and effectual mode of carrying out this pro- 
test is to strike at the PRINCIPLE, to which I have alluded: a 
PRINCIPLE the more mischevious, because, by its mixture of 
truth and error, it tends to excite a prejudice against the truth ; 
thereby, through the medium of insulated and uninstructed 
private judgment, leading many incautious persons to deprive 
themselves of the power of making any consistent defence 
against the inroads of lawless and self-sufficient heresy. 

1. In the sound judgment of the Church of England, Scrip- 
ture ALONE is the basis, upon which every article of faith and 
dependent practice must be made to repose : so that, whatsoever 
is incapable of proof from Scripture, is not to be laid down, 
either for our own belief, or for the belief of others. But, 
since disputes may perversely arise in regard to the true mean- 
ing of Scripture; such, for instance, as those between persons 
who hold and persons who reject the doctrines of the Trinity 
and Christ’s essential godhead, each claiming the suffrage of 
Scripture as favourable to their own views: the Anglican 
Church, clearly perceiving that an Article of Faith can never 
be consistently settled by a mere act of private judgment, which 
in either case, is, of very necessity, wholly unauthoritative, 
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directs us to call in the historical testimony offered by the Early 
Church, as to what from the beginning was the invariably re- 
ceived interpretation of Scripture, wherever such historical testt- 
mony can be found with the necessary characteristics of UNIVER- 
SALITY and ABORIGINALITY. | 

(1.) Here, we may observe, it is no¢ the mere private opinion 
of this or of that ancient individual which is called in; for the 
mere private opinions of individuals do and will vary: nor yet 
is it even universality, or quasi universality, at a later period, 
which is adjudged to be satisfactary evidence; for universality 
of this description, like the opinions of insulated individuals, 
may vary with each successive century. But it is the UNI- 
VERSAL testimony of the Church FROM THE BEGINNING how- 
ever procured ; that is to say, whether gathered from Creeds or 
from Apologies or from Controversies or from the unvarying 
Concurrence of those writers whom we denominate Fathers : it 
is, | say, the UNIVERSAL testimony of the Church FROM THE | 
BEGINNING, to which the Anglican Church directs us in the 
way of an evidential or historical appeal; for she wisely judges, 
that those interpretations of Doctrinal Scripture, which were 
UNIVERSALLY received by the Church Catholic FROM THE BE- 
GINNING, exhibit a sort of moral impossibility of erroneousness. 

(2.) Such, I take it, isthe PRINCIPLE of the English Church : 
and be it carefully observed and borne in mind, as the dis- 
tinguishing characteristic of that PRINCIPLE, that it 1s altogether 
confined to the single point of DOCTRINALLY-SCRIPTURAL 
INTERPRETATION. 

Let the early writers advance what they please, or let the 
comparatively early Church adopt what she pleases: if the 
points, advanced or adopted as matters of faith or as rules of 
dependent practice, be incapable of proof from Scripture, the 
Church of England decides, that they are forthwith to be re- 
jected; and, squaring her own conduct by her own principle, 
she, accordingly, throws aside, as soon as ever the inconsistency 
is pointed out to her, those UNSCRIPTURAL Prayers for the 
Dead which she had unwarily retained and inserted in the first 
promulged Liturgy of King Edward. 

2. But the PRINCIPLE, adopted by the Oxford Tract writers, 
and most woefully exemplified in the two cases of favouring 
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Prayers for the Dead and of eschewing in our public Sermons on 
all occasions an explicit and prominent declaration of the Atone- 
ment (though here, even on their own grounds, most errone- 
ously) ; while it professes to include the LEGITIMATE PRINCI- 
PLE of the ¢rue anglican appeal to Antiquity, namely, an appeal 
touching the right interpretation of Doctrinal Scripture, un- 
happily adds to it the ILLEGITIMATE PRINCIPLE of the Church 
of Rome, as it is formally propounded and maintained by the 
Council of Trent: an ILLEGITIMATE PRINCIPLE, by virtue of 
which, purely on the authority of some certain of the Fathers or 
on the practice of the Church at a later period while she was 
rapidly sinking into the predicted apostatic corruption, we are 
called upon to settle our faith and to regulate our practice in 
accordance with and in dependence upon statements, which no 
where occur in Scripture, and which frequently (to say the 
least of them) are any thing rather than agreeable to the 
analogy of the Christian Faith. 

(1.). Now, if this faulty PRINCIPLE be received and acted 
upon, where are we to stop P 

They, who advocate Prayers for ithe Dead on the strength of 
Liturgies committed to writing in the course of the fifth century, 
ought, would they be consistent, to advocate Image-Worship 
also on the strength of the second Nicene Council which sat in 
the eighth century: for, assuredly, we may, with equal emolu- 
ment, search Scripture in quest of AUTHORISED Image-Worship 
and in quest of RECOGNISED Prayers for the Dead. Indeed, if, 
on the faulty PRINCIPLE of the Oxford Tract School of Theo- 
logy, we are to advocate Prayers for the Dead, no one valid 
reason can be assigned, why we should squeamishly stop short 
of even ALL the Monstrosities of Popery. The jirst systematic 
step is every thing: the determined adoption of the PRINCIPLE 
is the germ of all future evil. Let the PRINCIPLE ztself be 
fairly and honestly carried out: and our unfortunately restless 
brethren, to save their consistency, must inevitably become 
thorough-going Papists. 

(2.) Accordingly, one (I believe) of these very Tract writers, 
the late Mr. Froude, with an unflinching doggedness, which at 
any rate does credit to his honesty, says, roundly and explicitly, 
without any reserve or circumlocution: Really, I hate the Re- 
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formation and the Reformers more and more. Froude’s Re- 
mains, vol. i. p. 389. 

Of course, they, who, in opposition to the anglican and pro- 
testant PRINCIPLE of admitting nothing as an Article of Faith 
save what can be proved from Scripture or (in other words) of 
maintaining Scrinture to be the sole rule of Faith and Practice, 
would set up the antagonist PRINCIPLE of admitting doctrines 
and practices which cannot be proved from Scripture but which 
avowedly rest upon a foundation altogether different and dis- 
tinct from Scripture: persons, who thus theologise, can, by no 
intelligible possibility, have any great love for the Reformation. 
Mr. Froude, we see, tells us unreservedly, that such 2s the case : 
and, in good sooth, the short passage, which I have cited from 
him, may well be deemed the text or the key-note to the whole 
of his unparalleled Remains. 

With this key-note sounding in our ears, we shall’ perfectly 
understand him, when, nauseating the word fundamentals (so he 
expresses himself), he decorates, with the not very flattering 
title of a TRUMPERY PRINCIPLE, the familiar protestant maxim 
that Scripture is the sole rule in fundamentals. Ibid. vol. i. 
p. 413. 

By the aid of this same key-note, we shall fully enter into 
the spirit of his questions: Why do you praise Ridley? Do 
you know any sufficient good about him to counterbalance the 
fact, that he was the Mena of Cranmer, Peter Martyr, and 
Bucer? Ibid. p. 293, 2 

Still again, by the Ra a the ree we shall easily com- 
prehend him, when he says: I should like to know, why you 
flinch from saying, that the power of making the body and blood 
of Christ is vested in the successors of the Apostles. Ibid. 
p- 326. 

And, lastly, what appertains more immediately to the sub- 
ject of my own Treatise, the key-note will explain to us the 
ground of his scarcely to be esteemed dubitation, when he re- 
marks: I am led to question, whether Justification by Faith is 
an integral part of the doctrine necessary to salvation. Ibid. 
p. 3382. 

In the whole of this, subh his key-note, J hate the Reform- 
ation and the Reformers more and more, renders quite intelligi- 
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ble to the very meanest capacity, we see only the correct and 
honest following out of the PRINCIPLE, laid down by the Tri-- 
dentine Fathers, and adopted by the Corporation of the Oxford 
Tract writers. 

Nor, indeed, with such a PRINCIPLE avowed and partly 
acted upon, can we much wonder at the exulting anticipations 
of the Romanists and Dr. Wiseman, while referring to the 
Tracts for the Times in evidence of their justice. Dr. Faussett, 
in the Appendix to what I must needs call his very seasonable 
Sermon on The Revival of Popery, has given those anticipations 
at large: and, certainly, it requires not the eyes of a Lynceus, 
who is credibly reported to have seen hell through the earth, to 
discern the goal, whither that indisputably popish PRINCIPLE 
must convey all its consistent advocates ; for I see not, how they 
can at once avoid the goal and retain their consistency. 

(3.) Hence, I claim to have expressed myself with perfect 
accuracy, when I said: that even the individual use of Prayer 
for the Dead, without any nefarious attempt to impose the un- 
scriptural practice upon others, is, in PRINCIPLE, the first step 
into Popery. 

An AUTHORITY is thereby introduced, on the strength of 
which we admit, though peradventure it may at first be only in 
our own individual persons, a practice and an involved doctrine 
which have not a shadow of warrant from the sole LEGITIMATE 
AUTHORITY of Holy Scripture. 

3. And here, in conclusion, let us note and dwell on the 
grievous mischief, which these Oxford Tract writers are doing 
to the sound ANGLICAN PRINCIPLE of genuine Scriptural 
Exposition. 

There are numbers already, whose heads are so oddly con- 
stituted, that they either cannot or will not understand the AN- 
GLICAN PRINCIPLE, for which I myself have been humbly con- 
tending any time these dozen years. 

How, then, will their inexplicable prejudices be increased, 
when they contemplate the lamentable corruption of this PRIN- 
CIPLE, by the ingraftation upon it of the well known Tridentine 
PRINCIPLE: Ommnes libros tam Veteris quam Novi Testamenii, 
necnon traditiones ipsas, tum ad fidem tum ad mores pertinentes, 
tanquam vel ore tenus a Christo vel a Spiritu Sancto dictatas, 
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et continua successione in Ecclesia Catholica conservatas, PARI 
PIETATIS AFFECTU AC REVERENTIA, sacrosuncta Tridentina 
Synodus suscipit et veneratur ! Concil. Trident. sess. iv. p. 7, 8. 

Their conception, not very clear at the best, will readily con- 
found together, as one and the same, two distinct PRINCIPLES as 
opposite to each other as light and darkness: and, because they 
see a BASTARD ANTIQUITY appealed to for the substantiation of 
unscriptural vanities, they will, more strenuously than ever, cry 
out against an appeal to LEGITIMATE ANTIQIUTY for the 
rational establishment of the true apostolic sense of Scripture 
itself, whenever that sense is disputed by fanatics or heretics. 

To the Oxford Tract writers, we may, not improbably, be in- 
debted for an increase of the senseless clamour, which coarsely 
exhorts us to throw the Fathers overboard, and which calls upon 
us to trust (every mother’s son of us) to the undoubted infalli- 
bility of our own respective private judgments: thus, with 
stupendous inconsistency, at once, rejecting all historical testi- 
mony to the fact of primitively received apostolic interpretation 
of Scripture, on the ground of its being an intervention of 
human authority; and admiting each individual’s arbitrary 
right of annexing to Scripture whatever sense he pleases, just as if 
that were not a bowing to human authority; allowing, in short, 
in the one case, to mere human authority, the privilege of lay- 
ing down the sense of Scripture; and, in the other case, deny- 
ing, not really to human authority (as it is falsely pretended) 
but to simple historical testimony, the right of vouching for that 
sense of Scripture, which the Catholic Church from the begin- 
ning, as taught by the Apostles, universally received and de- 
livered. 

4. Of our brethren, who profess to emit Tracts suitable for 
the Times, whether in the way of guiding the Laity or of in- 
structing the Clergy, I would willingly speak with all kindness 
and affection. 

(1.) There is, I believe, according to their own views, much 
good intention, much sincerity, and much religious feeling 
among them: but the whole is unhappily distorted into such a 
strange unaccountable shape, if shape it might be called that 
shape had none distinguishable ; it presents such an extraor- 
dinary admixture, of the trifling and the serious, of the true and 
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the false, of the openly propounded and the apparently with- 
held (though the publication of Mr. Froude’s Remains has indeed 
most effectually withdrawn the veil from much of this last 
character); that a quiet divine of the sober School of Jewel 
and of Hooker (though Jewel, I admit, has, with sundry other 
children of the Reformation, been put under the awful ban of 
Mr. Froude, Rem. vol. i. p. 380.) finds himself pretty much in 
the uncomfortable predicament of those monarchs, who, as a 
grave poet assures us, are perplexed with fear of change, by 
reason of the disastrous twilight unluckily produced by some 
dim eclipse. 

(2.) May our brethren be led, by the good Spirit of God, to 
turn their real excellence into a channel, beneficial to their own 
souls, and profitable to sound religion! May they, in con- 
formity with the sound advice of our ancient English Homilist, 
diligently search for the well of life in the books of the Old and 
New Testament: and not run to the stinking puddles of men’s 
traditions, devised by men’s imagination, for our Justification 
and Salvation! And may they, more and more, be brought to 
the conviction: that, in Holy Scripture, is fully contained, 
what we ought to do and what to eschew: what to believe, what 
to love, and what to look for at God’s hands ! 


NUMBER X. 


REMARKS ON THE EIGHTY-FIFTH NUMBER OF THE TRACTS 
FOR THE TIMES, WITH A REFERENCE TO ITS INCIDENTAL 
BEARING ON THE DOCTRINE OF JUSTIFICATION, 


The eighty-fifth number of the Tracts for the Times has 
recently been put into my hands: and it contains much which 
requires notice, whether it be considered in regard to its general 
bearing, or whether it be viewed in reference to its incidental 
bearing upon that Doctrine of Justification which I have under- 
taken to maintain and to defend. 
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Of this Piece, the Moral (if I may so speak) is the Enforce- 
ment of what its author throughout the entire Composition, 
denominates Church Doctrines or The Church System: and 
the Mode of that Enforcement is the matter, which I purpose 
to examine in the present porticn of my Work. : 

1. We have scarcely advanced beyond the very opening of 
the Tract, when we are encountered by a somewhat startling 
comparison : a comparison, to wit, between the Scriptural 
Evidence for the Godhead of the Holy Ghost and the Scrip- 
tural Evidence for the Apostolical Succession of the Ministry. 

A person, says the author, who denies the Apostolical Suc- 
‘cession of the Ministry because it is not clearly taught in 
Scripture, ought, I conceive, if consistent, to deny the Godhead 
of the Holy Ghost, which is no where literally stated in Scrip- 
ture. p. 4. 

He then adds, in immediate consecution: Yet there is some- 
thing so dreadful in his denying the latter, that one may often 
feel afraid to shew him his inconsistency ; lest, rather than 
admit the Apostolical Succession, he should consent to do so. 

But this acknowledged apprehension of danger is altogether 
insufficient to stop the author. He proceeds: This is one of 
the great delicacies of disputing on the subject before us: Yet, 
all things considered, I think, it only avails to the cautious use, 
not to the abandonment, of the argument in question. For it 
as our plain duty to preach and defend the truth in a straight- 
forward way. Those, who are to stumble, must stumble, rather 
than the heirs of grace should not hear. 

1. In the present extraordinary comparison, we are told: 
that The Catholic Doctrine of the Godhead of the Holy Ghost, 
rests not upon a more solid scriptural foundation, than the 
Apostolical Succession of the Ministry. Whence, of course, 
the immediate inference is: that, Unless a man receive the 
Apostolical Succession of the Ministry, the law of consistency 
must drive him to deny the Godhead of the Holy Ghost. 

It will scarcely be required, that in the present day, I should 
set about establishing the Deity of the Blessed Spirit : 1 would 
rather keep strictly to the real matter in hand; namely, the 
Apostoltical Succession of the Ministry. 

Now what are we to understand by this expression ? 
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When the author instituted a comparison more daring than 
decorous, he ought, at any rate, to have strictly defined what 
he meant by the Apostolical Succession of the Ministry. We 
should then have known, what, on pain of being compelled to 
deny the Godhead of the Holy Ghost, we were required to 
admit. Yet, strange to say, he no where tells us, WHAT we 
are to understand by the expression. Hence, so far as he is 
concerned, we are left to pure guess-work. 

2. The phrase, when not limited by definition, is abstractedly 
capable of various different meanings. 

(1.) <Abdstractedly, for instance, it may mean, the Succession 
of the Entire Church, in all its members, from the Apostles 
themselves: on the ground, that adi Christians are, by apostolic 
descent, what St. Peter calls a holy and royal Priesthood, 
appointed to offer up spiritual sacrifices acceptable to God through 
Jesus Christ. 1 Pet. ii. 5, 9. 

(2.) Abstractedly, again, it may mean the Succession of the 
Clergy alone, carried on, from the time of the Apostles, by 
commissions derived from the Clergy their predecessors, whe- 
ther denominated Bishops or Presbyters. 

(3.) Abstractedly, furthermore, it may mean the Succession 
of the Clergy of all ranks, carried on, from the time of the 
Apostles, by commissions derived from the governing ecclesi- 
astical officers denominated Bishops: to whom the power of 
Ordination is strictly confined, though, with the Presbyters, 
they jointly constitute only the single and that highest Order 
of the Priesthood. 

(4.) Abstractedly, likewise, it may mean the Succession of 
the Clergy, carried on, from the time of the Apostles, by com- 
missions mainly and generally derived from the Bishops, viewed 
as a distinct Order from the Presbyters: though the power of 
Ordination be not so exclusively confined to the Episcopate, 
but that, in case of some invincible necessity, the function may 
be exercised by the Presbyterate. 

(5.) Abstractedly, yet once again, it may mean the Succes- 
sion of the Clergy, carried down, from the Apostolic Age, by 
commissions derived from Bishops exclusively: the power of 
Ordination being so absolutely and simply given to the Bishops 
alone in their special episcopal character, that no circumstances 
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of whatever description or of whatever apparent necessity, save 
a miraculous call from heaven like that of St. Paul, can make 
any other ordination valid; and, consequently, that, without 
. episcopal ordination, there can be no Apostolical Succession, . 
no Legitimate Clergy, no Beneficial Sacraments, and no Real 
Church of Christ. 

3. U have said, that, abstractedly, all these several meanings 
may be ascribed to the vague, when undefined, phrase of 
Apostolical Succession: and, accordingly in point of fact, all 
of them, if I mistake not, have been ascribed to it. 

(1.) The jirst meaning, I believe, is that, which is patronised 
and acted upon by the Brownists or Independents. It had 
been maintained, however, before the time of Brown: for, by 
an Act of the twenty-third Session of the Council of Trent, 
we find it expressly condemned. Concil. Trident. sess. xxiii. 
c. 4. p. 281. 

(2.) The second meaning is that, which is laid down by the 
Presbyteral Church of Scotland and also (I conclude) by those 
Reformed Continental Churches which are similarly political. 
It had been advocated at least as early as the fourth century : 
and, what is not a little curious, it corresponds, so far as the 
point of Order is concerned, with the dogma of the strongly 
abominated Church of Rome. 

(3.) The third meaning is that, which is enforced by the 
Council of Trent: though, in general, I believe, persons are 
very little aware, that the Romanists, like the Divines of the 
Scottish Church, maintain the Ordinal Identity of Bishops and 
Presbyters. Yet so itis. According both to the Decisions 
of the Council and to the Supplemental Authorised Catechism, 
there are, in all, seven Ecclesiastical Orders: the highest of 
which is the Sacerdotium or Sacrificing-Priesthood, while the 
two next in succession are the Dzaconate and the Subdiaconate ; 
the four inferior being those of Acolyte and Exorcist and 
Reader and Porter. The single Order of the Sacrificing- 
Priesthood is divided into two Classes: that of Bishops, and 
that of Presbyters. In Order, the Presbyters are the equals 
of the Bishops: in Mierarchal Jurisdiction, they are their in- 
feriors. Each alike offer up the Sacrifice of the Eucharist : 
but, in respect to Jurisdiction, the right of Ordination is con- 
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fined to the Bishops. Concil. Trident. sess. xxiii. c. 1, 2. 
p- 278, 279. can. ii, vii. p. 282, 283. Catech. Concil. Trident. 
de Ordin. Sacram, par. ii. c. 10, 23, 41. p. 220, 222, 227. 

(4.) The fourth meaning is that which is apparently favoured 
by the Church of England: though, from the exposition of her 
sentiments by Hooker and Hall and Burnet, it may per- 
haps be doubted, whether, in absolute ¢echnical strictness, 
she holds the Episcopate and the Presbyterate to be two pro- 
perly distinct Orders; or whether she symbolises with the 
Roman Church in deeming them only two Classes of one Order. 

(5.) The fifth meaning is that which is prominently and 
rigidly advocated by the Tract-Writers and their reputed 
Adherents. Hence, in strict logical accordance with its un- 
bending severity, they have discovered, in the Presbyteral 
Church of Scotland, the likeness of Samaria, which rejecting 
the genuine sons of Levi, had spurious Priests of the lowest of 
the people ; furthermore propounding, that the fathers of that 
self-willed Society, which really is no Church but a mere 
Combination, lost the grace which seals the Holy Apostolic 
Line when they contumaciously renounced Episcopacy. 

4. This distinction, between the Sense of the Church of 
England and the Sense of the Tract-Writers, may, very pos- 
sibly, to some persons, occasion a measure of surprize. Yet, 
notwithstanding the especial claim of churchmanship preferred 
by those Writers, it is alike curious and certain, that they 
agree neither with the Church of Rome nor with the Church 
of England. 

For, on the one hand, the Church of Rome maintains; that 
Bishops differ from Presbyters, not in Order, but solely in 
Jurisdiction: the two jointly forming only a single Order, 
which she denominates Sacerdotium or the Sacrificing-Priest- 
hood, on the ground of its possessing the power of offering up 
the Sacrifice of the Eucharist. Concil. Trident. sess. xxiii. ¢. 1. 
p- 278. Catech. Concil. Trident. de Ordin. Sacram. par. ii. 
c. 10. p. 220. 

And, on the other tiand, the Church of England, while she 
receives the three Orders or (as she explains herself) Offices 
and Functions of Bishops and Presbyters and Deacons as 
having subsisted from the Apostolic Age, does not suppose 
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the power of Ordination to be so exclusively and (as it were) 
physically inherent in the Episcopate, as to render worthless 
and invalid, when cases of overruling necessity should occur, 
less regular consecrations of pious men to the Ministry. Hence, 
as the mixed Presbytero-Episcopal Ordination of Pelagius, 
when, in the year 558, he was consecrated Bishop of Rome 
‘by two Bishops and a Presbyter, because a third Bishop 
could not be procured, was always acknowledged, though 
trregular, to be nevertheless valid ; so, in cases of necessity 
whether moral or physical, she denies not the similar validity 
of a purely Presbyteral Ordination; as, for instance, when 
various Reformed Churches were compelled to resort to it, 
because, through the determined opposition of their persecuting 
Popish Bishops, they had no alternative, save a choice of 
Non-Episcopal Ordination or of Gross Idolatry within the pre- 
cincts of a Hariot-Church out of which the voice of inspiration 
tself had charged them to come forth. 

5. My authority for this account of the Principle of the 
Anglican Church is the comment of men, whose heads, I sus- 
pect, were quite as sound as those of either our modern Tract- 
Writers or their Adherents. From among these, it will be 
sufficient to adduce three: Bishop Burnet, Bishop Hall, and 
the judicious Hooker. 

(1.) Discussing expressly the twenty-third Article of the 
English Church, Bishop Burnet speaks as follows. 

L come, in the next place, to consider the second part of this 
Article : which is The Definition here given of those, who are 
legally called and sent. 

Thisis put in very general words, far from that MAGISTERIAL 
STIFFNESS in which some have taken upon them to dictate in 
this matter. The Article does not resolve this into ANY PAR- 
TICULAR CONSTITUTION: but leaves the matter open and at 
large, for such. accidents as had happened, and for such as 
might still happen. They, who drew it, had the state of the 
several Churches before their eyes that had been differently 
reformed : and, although their own had been less forced to go 
out of the beaten path than any other; yet they knew, that all 
things among themselves had not gone according to those rules 
that ought to be sacred in regular :times. NCESSITY has no 
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law, and is a law to itself. Burnet on Art. xxiii. p. 322, 323. 
Oxon. . 

(2.) Exactly to the same effect runs the statement of Bishop 
Fall. 

It is intended to raise envy against us, as the uncharitable 
censurers and condemners of those Reformed Churches abroad, 
which differ from our Government. Wherein, we do justly 
complain of a slanderous aspersion cast upon us. WE LOVE 
AND HONOUR THOSE SISTER-CHURCHES AS THE DEAR SPOUSE 
or Curist. We bless God for them: and we do heartily wish 
unto them that happiness in the partnership of our administra- 
tion, which, I doubt not, but they do no less heartily wish unto 
themselves. . | 

Good words! you will perhaps say: but what is all this fair 
compliment, if our act condemn them, if our very tenet exclude 
them? For, if Episcopacy stand by Divine Right, what be- 
comes of those Churches that want it ? 

Malice and ignorance are met together, in this unjust aggra- 
vation. 

First, our position is only affirmative: implying the justifi- 
ableness and holiness of an Episcopal Calling, without any 
further implication. 

Next, when we speak of Divine Right, we mean not an 
Express Law of God, requiring it upon THE ABSOLUTE NECES- 
SITY OF THE BEING OF A CHURCH, what hindrances soever 
may interpose ; but a Divine Institution, warranting it where it 
is, and requiring it where it may be had. Every Church, 
therefore, which is capable of this Form of Government, both 
may and ought to affect it; as that, which is, with so much 
authority, derived, from the Apostles, to the whole Body of the 
Church upon earth. But those particular Churches, to whom 
this power and faculty is denied, lose nothing of THE TRUE 
ESSENCE OF A CHURCH, though they miss something of their 
glory and perfection, whereof they are barred by the necessity 
of their condition. Hlall’s Humble Remons. for Liturg. and 
Epise. Works, vol. ix. p. 634. 

(3.) Nor is the language of Richard Hooker a whit less 
explicit. 

Men may be extraordinarily, YET ALLOWABLY, two ways, 
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admitted unto spiritual functions in the Church. One is, when 
God himself doth of himself raise up any, whose labour he useth, 
without requiring that men should authorise them.—Another 
extraordinary kind of vocation 7s: when the EXIGENCE OF 
‘NECESSITY doth constrain to leave the usual ways of the 
Church, which otherwise we would willingly keep; where the 
Church must needs have some ordained, and neither hath, nor 
can have possibly, a Bishop to ordain. In case of such 
NECESSITY, the ordinary institution of God hath given often- 
times, and may give, place: and therefore, WE ARE NOT, 
SIMPLY WITHOUT EXCEPTION, TO URGE A LINEAL DESCENT 
OF POWER FROM THE APOSTLES, BY CONTINUED SUCCESSION 
OF BISHOPS, IN EVERY EFFECTUAL ORDINATION. These 
cases of INEVITABLE NECESSITY excepted, none may ordain 
but only Bishops. Hooker’s Eccles. Polit. book vii. § 4. 
vol, ili. p. 196. Oxon. 

6. Now, unless these able men, to whom it were easy to add 
many others such as Stillingfleet and Wake and Sancroft and 
Tomline (See Essays on the Church, chap. xii. § III. 2. 
p- 319—322.), altogether misunderstood the Church of Eng- 
land, it will inevitably follow: that, in point of absolutely 
strict inherency, she holds, that the power of ordination resides 
both in Bishops and in Presbyters, whom, not without a shew 
of historical plausibility, the Church of Rome pronounces to be 
identical in Order though different in Jurisdiction ; but that, in 
point of primeval discipline, she further holds, that this common 
power was, and therefore still ought to be, intrusted and (except 
in the exigence of inevitable necessity, as Hooker speaks) con- 
fined exclusively to Bishops. For, unless this be her view, no 
ordination, save by Bishops alone, could, under any circum- 
stances, even when the hard choice should lie between Idolatry 
and Non-Episcopacy, be valid and effectual : whereas, accord- 
ing to our three great authorities, she holds, that circumstances 
both have occurred and may again occur, in which the power 
may be validly and sufficiently exercised by Presbyters alone. 

Here it is that she differs from those Pseudo-Churchmen, 
the modern Tract- Writers: who, while they confidently appeal 
to reluctant Antiquity for their own opinion, which vests, 
under every circumstance and without the slightest regard to ¢he 
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exigence of necessity the exclusive power of ordination in the 
Episcopate inherently quoad Ordinem ; prudently pass over the 
fact of the mixed consecration of Pelagius in the sixth century, 
and actually agree neither with the Church of Rome nor with 
the Church of England. 

Here again it is, that the character of true Churches of 
Christ is vindicated, to the two ancient Communions of the 
Vallenses and the Albigenses, against the childish and unan- 
glican cavil: that they possessed not the Apostolical Succes- 
sion in the sense of the Tract-Writers, and therefore that they 
were not Churches through which the promises of Christ 
could have been accomplished. Even if it could be shewn, 
that they neither of them possessed a Clergy ordained step by 
step through the ministration of Bishops: still their case was a 
case, that strictly came within that inevitable necessity ; which 
has been ruled, as the Sense of the Anglican Church, by our 
judicious Hooker. To them, consequently, apply, with full 
force, the words of that immortal writer in his immortal Work: 
We are not, simply without exception, to urge a lineal descent 
of power from the Apostles, by continued succession of Bishops, 
in every effectual ordination. Accordingly, unless I altogether 
mistake, they are owned of God himself to be Churches, under 
the well-ascertained symbol of two candlesticks, and under the 
remarkable character of two determined witnesses against the 
base idolatry and the unscriptural superstition of the middle 
ages. See my Ancient Wallenses and Albigenses, book iv. 
chap. 2, 3. 

7. We may now form some estimate of the unseemly com- 
parison, hazarded by the author of the eighty-fifth Tract. 

Since he nakedly and familiarly speaks of the <4postolical 
succession, being himself at the same time one of the College of 
Tract-Writers, we have a fair right to conclude, that his view 
of the Apostolical Succession is the same as their view. 

The matter, then, as propounded by this very rash theolo- 
gian, will stand thus. 

The Godhead of the Holy Ghost is revealed in Scripture 
with no greater clearness and precision, than the Doctrine of the 
Apostolical Succession of the Ministry, as that Doctrine is under- 
stood and explained by the Writers of the Tracts for the Times. 
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Therefore, unless we receive the Doctrine of the A postolical 
Succession of the Ministry as understood and explained by 
those gentlemen, consistency requires that we should reject the 
Godhead of the Holy Ghost along with it. 

It really is hard to say, whether this Dictum be more con- 
spicuous for its severe logic or for its preéminent modesty. 

8. Extremes not unfrequently meet in a fashion, which might 
well provoke a smile, if it did not rather call for a tear. 

Our author and the Scottish Divines of the year 1638 have 
alike claimed SCRIPTURE as their indisputable voucher in the 
matter of Ecclesiastical Polity ; but with results, which, most — 
curiously, not to say most unluckily, are the very antipodes to 
each other. 

The former gravely pronounces: that the Apostolical Suc- 
cession, as propounded by the Tract-Writers, is specified in 
SCRIPTURE with as much clearness as the Godhead of the Holy 
Ghost. 

The latter no less gravely determine: that Presbyterism pos- 
sesses the exclusive merit of being the only form of Ecclesias- 
tical Polity which can claim the express warrant of SCRIPTURE, 
and therefore that Episcopacy ought of all men to be abolished 
as an UNSCRIPTURAL innovation. 

Et vitula tu dignus, et hic! The humour of Out-Heroding 
Herod, whether displayed in England or exhibited in Scot- 
land, generally conducts its votaries to nothing more respectable 
than stark absurdity. If any thing could resuscitate the vaga- 
ries of the Covenant, it would surely be the Extravagance of 
the Writer of the eighty-fifth Tract for the Times. 

Ii. Extraordinary comparisons seem to be the author’s espe- 
cial delicie ; for, in the course of his Tract, we encounter yet 
another comparison, scarcely less preposterous than its pre- 
decessor. 

The Canon of Scripture, so we are now taught, rests not 
upon a more solid foundation, than what the author denomi- 
nates Church Doctrines. Hence, if, either totally or even 
partially, we reject these Church Doctrines: we are bound, by 
the law of consistency, to reject the Canon of Scripture also. 
p. 70—85. 

When such an alternative is proposed to us, we might at 
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least have expected that the author would clearly and dis- 
tinctly lay down what he would have us to understand by 
Church Doctrines. Yet, with an apparently almost systematic 
eschewal of precision, he no more specifically defines what he 
means by Church Doctrines, than he defined what he meant by 
Apostolical Succession. From want, therefore, of a plain and 
straightforward definition, we must collect his sentiments, as 
best we may, from a diligent collation of passages. 

By Church Docirines, then, as we afterwards gather or seem 
to gather, the author means ALL the Doctrines, whether scrip- 
tural or extrascriptural, with the various Practices appertaining 
thereto, which were held in the fourth century, and which, with 
reference to the fourth century, he collectively denominates the 
Creed or the Catholic Creed. Compare p. 70—85 with pp. 
102—104. 

Such being the case, unless indeed I wholly misapprehend 
him, the Doctrines, whether scriptural or extrascriptural, for 
the Divines of the fourth century taught Doctrines extrascrip- 
tural as well as Doctrines scriptural, we must accept ALL or 
reject ALL, on pain of being required, by a necessary consis- 
tency, to discard the Canon of Scripture. 

If, says he, our choice lies, between accepting ALL and reject- 
ing ALL, which I conceive 1T DOES when persons are consistent, 
no man can hesitate which alternative is to be taken. p. 100. 

Against such comparisons, more especially as he has managed 
that which drags in the Canon of Scripture, 1 must beg leave 
most strenuously to protest. 

In order the more effectually to accomplish his object, the 
author industriously starts all the objections in his power to the 
evidence on which reposes our Canon of Scripture; as if he 
were determined to make men infidels, unless he could make 
them advocates of the entire Church System of the fourth cen- 
tury: and, in truth, with the unwary and the ill-taught, such 
a consummation, by such a process, is the very reverse of 
an improbability. His mischievous comparison, thus mis- 
chievously conducted, instead of driving men perforce to adopt 
indiscriminately this whole Church System, lest its rejection 
should compel them to reject the Canon of Scripture also, is 
far more likely, because it is far more calculated, to produce a 
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rejection both of the Canon and of the System; on the ground, 
that the evidence for cach is equal indeed, but equal only in 
point of miserable insufficiency. 

The honest mode, of conducting an inquiry into the respec- 
tive evidential cases of the Canon and the System, would be: 
to separate the two questions, so that each should stand upon 
its own distinct merits; not to institute a worse than useless 
comparison between evidence and evidence. Our author re- 
quires us to put, into a séngle Bill, both the Canon and the 
Appropriation-Clause of the System: and then he demands, 
that we should either accept both or reject both. We, on the 
contrary, by our own choice, would put the Canon into one Bill, 
and the Appropriation-Clause of the System into another Bill: 
and, having thus, on the most approved conservative principles, 
arranged our topics, we would, if necessary, consider each 
apart from its projected yoke-fellow. 

With respect to the evidence of the Canon, though I deem 
its sufficiency A RULED CASE, yet, since the author has chosen 
to bring it forward, I shall, in its proper place, offer a few 
remarks on that particular subject : but, preparatory to this, I 
shall exhibit, in his own words, the GROUND, on which we are 
compelled to receive ALL the Church Doctrines of the fourth 
century, unless, through affection for our consistency, we he 
prepared to reject, as being no better established, the entire 
Canon of Scripture. 

We depend, says he, for the CANON and CREED, upon the 
fourth and fifth centuries. We depend upon them thus. 

As to SCRIPTURE, former centuries do not speak distinctly, 
Srequently, or unanimously, except of some chief Books, as the 
Gospels: but we see in them, as we believe, an ever growing ten- 
dency and approximation to that full agreement which we find 
in the fifth. The testimony, given at the latter date, is the 
limit, to which all, that has been said before, converges. For 
~ instance, it is commonly said, Exceptio probat regulam. When 
we have reason to think, that a writer or an age would have 
witnessed so and so but for this or that, and that this or that 
were mere accidents of his position: then he or it may be sad to 
tend toward such testimony. In this way, the first centuries 
tend toward the fifth. Viewing the matter as one of Moral 
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Evidence, we seem to see, in the testimony of the fifth, the 
very testmony which every preceding century gave, accidents 
excepted, such as the present loss of documents once extant, or 
the then existing misconceptions, which want of intercourse be- 
tween the Churches occasioned. The fifth century acts as a 
comment on the obscure text of the centuries before it: and 
brings out a meaning, which, with the help of the comment, any 
candid person sees really to be theirs. 

And, IN THE SAME WAY, as regards the CATHOLIC CREED, 
though there is not so much to explain and account for. Not so 
much: for no one, I suppose, will deny, that, IN THE FATHERS 
OF THE FOURTH CENTURY, it is as fully developed and as 
unanimously adopted as it can be in the fifth. And, again, 
there had been no considerable doubts about ANY OF ITS DOC- 
TRINES previously, as there were about the Epistle to the 
Hebrews or the Apocalypse: or, if any, they were started by 
individuals, as Origen’s about eternal punishment, not by 
Churches ; or at once condemned by the General Church, as in 
the case of Heresies ; or not about any Primary Doctrine, such 
as the Incarnation or Atonement ; and all this, in spite of that 
want of free intercourse which occasioned doubts about portions 
of the CANON. 

Yet, IN BOTH CASES, we have at first an inequality in the 
evidence, for what was afterward universally received as divine ; 
the Doctrines of the Holy Trinity and of Episcopacy, and, 
again, the four Gospels being generally witnessed from the first ; 
but CERTAIN OTHER DOCTRINES being at first rather practised 
and assumed than insisted on, as the necessity of Infant-Bap- 
tusm; and CERTAIN BOOKS, as the Epistle to the Hebrews 
and the Apocalyse, doubted or not admitted in particular 
countries. 

And, as the unanimity of THE FIFTH CENTURY, as re- 
gards the CANON, clears up and overcomes all the previous 
differences: so the abundance of THE FOURTH, as to the 
CREED, interprets, develops, and combines, all that is recon- 
dite or partial in previous centuries, as to DOCTRINE; act 
ing SIMILARLY as a comment, not indeed, as in the case 
of the CANON, upon a perplexed and disordered, but upon a 
concise, text. 

2H 
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In BOTH cases, the after centuries contain but the termination 
of the testimony of the foregoing. p. 102—104. 

For the sake of greater perspicuity, I have broken this long 
citation into paragraphs. The capitals also are mine: and I 
have employed them, in order that the reader might the more 
easily observe the points of the author’s comparison, and in 
order that he might the more readily catch the principle of his 
avowedly homogeneous reasoning. 

The author begins with marking out the MODE, in which he 
thinks we may satisfactorily establish the CANON upon the re- 
trospective and hermeneutic evidence of the FIFTH CENTURY : 
and he then passes on to observe, that the CATHOLIC CREED, 
as developed and unanimously adopted in the Fathers of the 
FOURTH CENTURY, is evidentially to be established IN THE 
SAME WAY as he had immediately before described the MODE 
of evidentially establishing the CANON: that is to say, the 
ample CREED of the FOURTH CENTURY is to be established by 
the alleged tendencies of the preceding centuries, aided by the 
taciturnity of the earlier Fathers when such faciturnity is 
thought by our author to be fairly accounted for by the mere 
accidents of their position. 

This point being settled, he adds, that, IN BOTH CASEs (the 
homogeneous cases, that is, of the CANON of the fifth century 
and the CHURCH DOCTRINES of the fourth century), we have 
at first an inequality in evidence, for what was afterward uni- 
versally received as divine: and he explains himself by intima- 
ting, still in a way of professed comparison, that, what the 
unanimity of the FIFTH CENTURY effected in regard to the 
CANON, the abundance of the FOURTH CENTURY effected in 
regard to DOCTRINE. 

Finally, he concludes with saying : that, 22 BOTH cases, the 
after centuries, that is to say, the FOURTH CENTURY and the 
FIFTH CENTURY, contain but the termination of the testimony 
of the foregoing. 

Such, so far as I can understand what might have been more 
luminously expressed, is the System recommended and enforced 
by the Writer of the eighty-fifth Tract. 

The reader is requested particularly to note these links of 
connexion between the two cases: inasmuch as they shew, that 
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the REASONING, applied to the one case, is intended to be 
homogeneously applied to the other case also. When he shall 
have well weighed the entire matter, and when he shall have 
carefully examined the preceding citation, he will, I think, 
agree with me: that the import of the statement contained in 
the citation, unless indeed it be a piece of wholly unintelligible 
mystification, is apparently the following. 

All the Doctrines, whether scriptural or extrascriptural, 
received and maintained as Church Doctrines in the Creed of 
the abundant fourth century, must, on the hints and tendencies 
and concise text and ingeniously explained taciturnity of the 
three foregoing centuries, be by us collectively adopted as true : 
for, if, on such evidence, we refuse to accept this entire Church 
System, we stand pledged, by the law of consistency, to reject 
the Canon of Scripture ; inasmuch as the Canon was not finally 
settled until the fifth century, and inasmuch as it similarly 
depends for evidence upon the tendencies and approximations 
and text obscure and perplexed and disordered of the four pre- 
ceding centuries, 

For a due appreciation of the author’s argumentative compa- 
rison, it will be requisite: to begin, with ascertaining certain of 
the Church Doctrines of the fourth century, which are to be 
established by the Aints and tendencies and taciturnity and 
concise text of the three foregoing centuries; next, to offer 
some few observations upon the nature of the evidence, on 
which the Canon of Scripture really reposes; and then, finally, 
to discuss the alleged equipollent evidence, which the author 
claims to be capable of production from the concise text of the 
three first ages, when it is interpreted and developed by the 
abundance of the fourth age. 

1. I shall begin, then, with ascertaining from History certain 
of the Church Doctrines of the fourth century, which the 
author thinks capable of an evidential establishment from the 
hints and tendencies of its predecessors, and which constitute a 
remarkable portion of the Creed of that century. 

Here, of course, I have nothing to do with the sound scRIP- 
TURAL DOCTRINES of the fourth century: because, on that 
point, we are fully agreed. Doubtless, the sound scRIPTURAL 
DOCTRINES of the fourth century may all be established, both 
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from Scripture itself, and likewise from the harmonious attes- 
tation of the three first ages to the true sense of Doctrinal 
Scripture. My business, therefore, is, with Doctrines of a 
somewhat different nature and quality : the EXTRASCRIPTURAL 
DOCTRINES, to wit, which formed a prominent part of the 
Church System of the fourth century, and which the author 
requires us to receive in conjunction with the SCRIPTURAL 
DOCTRINES, If, says he, our choice lies, between accepting ALL 
and rejecting ALL, which I consider 1T DOES when persons are 
consistent, no man can hesitate which alternative is to be 
taken. p. 100. 

(1.) What, then, are those EXTRASCRIPTURAL DOCTRINES | 
of the fourth century, which must either be accepted, or else 
drag along with them in one refusal the SCRIPTURAL DOC- 
TRINES also of the same century ? 

I shall not weary both the reader and myself with enume- 
rating all the EXTRASCRIPTURALITIES, doctrinal and practical, 
of that augustan age of Abundant Theology. For our present 
purpose, a few may well suffice as a sort of explanatory 
Spicilegium. 

In the fourth century, the commemorative ordinance of the 
Lord’s Supper was strangely offered up to God, as a Propi- 
tiatory Sacrifice for the Dead: and, when united with Prayers 
for the same Dead uttered with gratuitous superstition by 
the totally unauthorised Living, it was EXTRASCRIPTURALLY 
believed to afford the greatest aid (ueylorny tyycw) to the 
souls of the Departed. Cyril. Hieros. Catech. Mystag. v. 
p. 241. 

In the same fourth century, through the EXTRASCRIPTURAL 
inculcation of the Church, Saints and Martyrs were venerated 
under the extraordinary aspect of their being, by the present 
potency of their Relics, the best and most effectual protection 
of cities and fortresses: and, in exact accordance with this 
Church Doctrine which he all the while zealously taught, 
Basil of Cesaréa publicly invocated them, as the Common 
Guardians of Mankind, as the Good Partakers of our cares, as 
the Benign Fellow Workers with our supplications, and as the 
Most Powerful of all Ambassadors. Chrysost. Oper. vol. ii. 
p. 699. vol. ix. p. 759. Evag. Hist. Eccles. lib. 1. c. 18. 
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p- 271. Basil. Oper. vol. ii. p. 189, 155, 156. See also 
many other references in my Diffic. of Roman. b. i. c. 6. § IL. 
2. note. p. 215, 216. 

Nor can it be alleged, that such unseemly addresses to the 
Saints and Martyrs were merely rhetorical apostrophisations. 
Basil, in his Oration on the Martyr Mamas, familiarly reminds 
his conscious audience: that they had often invoked that 
Martyr in their prayers; and that, in answer to such prayers, 
he, the dead Mamas to wit, had often brought them back into 
the good way from which they had strayed, or had restored 
them to health when they were sick, or had prolonged their lives 
when they were near to death’s door. And again, in his Ora- 
tion on the Forty Martyrs, this same Basil furthermore tells his 
gaping hearers, not as any thing new and unheard of, but asa 
matter perfectly familiar to them: that the afflicted flee to the 
Martyrs, for pardon ; the prosperous, for continuance in pros- 
perity ; the wife, for the advancement of her children or for 
the safe return of her absent husband or for his recovery from 
dangerous sickness. 

Many other very curious specimens of the EXTRASCRIP- 
TURAL Necrolatry of the fourth century are given by Mede 
and the two Newtons: from whom, indeed, I have borrowed 
the foregoing specimens. 

Thus, as Basil, in his Jife-time, publicly invocated the dead 
Martyrs: so, after his death, he himself, in the year 878, was 
similarly, and doubtless with equal emolument, invocated, at 
the end of the Funeral Oration upon him, by Gregory of 
Nazianzum. But thou, O divine and sacred Head, look down 
upon us from heaven: and, by thy prayers, either take away 
that thorn of the flesh which for exercise is given us by God, 
or else obtain that we may bear rt with courage ; and, further- 
more, do thou direct all our life to that, which to us is best and 
most fitting. 

Thus, at the hands of this same Gregory, good Athanasius 
duly comes in for his share also of besotted ANTISCRIPTURAL 
adoration. Do thou look down upon us propitiously: and 
govern this people, as perfect worshippers of the perfect Trinity. 
If there shall be peace ; preserve me, and feed my flock con- 
jointly with me: but, if war ; then bring me home, and, how- 


470 APPENDIX. 


ever great my request, place me by thyself and by those who 
resemble thee. 

Thus, finally, another Gregory, he of Nyssa; after re- 
citing approbatively a marvellous tale respecting the preserva- 
tion of a man from great danger by his piously exclaiming, 
Holy Ephrem, assist me: goes on himself to invoke the same 
dead Syrian Saint in the following most instructive manner. 
But thou, O Ephrem, assisting now at the divine altar, and 
sacrificing to the Prince of Life, and to the most Holy 
Trinity, remember us all: and obtain for us pardon of our 
sins, that we may enjoy the eternal happiness of the kingdom of 
heaven. 

(2.) Here, then, for I need not trouble myself with searching 
further (Expede, Hercules!), we have, in the author’s beloved 
fourth century, the following choice Doctrines, or Practices in- 
volving Doctrines: Prayers for the dead; the Sacrificial Obia- 
tion of the Eucharist for the especial benefit of Departed Souls : 
the Potency of Relics to preserve cities from hostile assaults ; 
and the Direct Adoration of Saints and Martyrs, in the beseech- 
ing them to grant repentance and health and long life and par- 
don and safety, and continued prosperity and deliverance from 
danger and befitting holiness here and eternal happiness here- 
after. 

And, conformably, as face answers to face in a glass, we find 
the same unscriptural fooleries, advocated, though warily, and 
as if feeling the pulse of the Public, by the indefatigable Wri- 
ters of the Tracts for the Times. 

To verify this charge of Conformity with the Unscripturali- 
ties of the fourth century, we require the adduction of three in- 
stances: and, accordingly, two of them are furnished by the 
Writer of the eighty-fifth Tract himself; while for the re- 
maining one, we are indebted to the Writer of the seventy-fifth 
Tract. 

Duly following the standard exemplar of the fourth century, 
though directly contravening the judgment of the Church of 
England which charges us not to dream any more that the souls 
of the dead are any thing at all holpen by our prayers and which 
pithily asks us where shall our prayers help and profit the dead 
(Homil. on Prayer, par. iii. p. 283.); the Writer of the 
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eighty-fifth Tract half hints, and half ayows, the duty of 
Praying for the Dead: inasmuch as he suggests, that, al- 
though Scripture may be silent as to that duty, there may be 
other grounds for believing that Our Prayers benefit the De- 
parted. p. 48. 

And again, although he is cautiously silent as to the full 
amount of Cyril’s language, and although he ventures not as yet 
formally to propound the approved Church Doctrine of the 
fourth century that The Eucharist ought to be offered up to God 
as an Expiatory Sacrifice for the profit of the Dead: the same 
Writer contends, nevertheless, that The Sacrament of the Lord's 
Supper is a Propitiatory Sacrifice, and assures us that All-Anglo- 
Catholics profess to prove the Sacrificial Character of the Lord’s 
Supper from Scripture (p. 37, '79.): thus acting, in direct de- 
fiance of the Church of England; which enjoins us to take 
heed, lest, of a Memory, the Holy Supper be made a Sacri- 
fice and which teaches us, that, beside the one Oblation of 
Christ once offered, we need no other Sacrifice nor Oblation, 
no Sacrificing Priest, no Mass, no Means established by 
man’s inventzon. Homil. on Sacram. par. i. p. 376, 379. 
Art, xxxi. 

Respecting the adoration of the Saints which is so prominent 
a feature in the Church System of the fourth century, the 
Writer of the eighty-fifth Tract is personally silent: so that his 
approbation of the Practice can only be inferred from his broad 
and avowed approbation of the Theology of that century. But 
his silence, as to this particular, is amply compensated by the 
sufficiently intelligible, though somewhat jesuitically guarded, 
language of a fellow-labourer, who had already put forth the 
seventy-fifth Tract for the Times, and who experiences no cen- 
sure from the Writer of the eighty-fifth Tract. 

The Writer of the seventy-fifth Tract takes up the Romish 
Breviary ; and professes to give from it certain selections, 
which may suggest character and matter for our private devo- 
tions. p. 2. 

Under such an aspect, he remarks: that, in his Tract, et wall 
be attempted to wrest a weapon out of the hands of the adver- 
sartes; who have, in this, as in many other instances, appro- 
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priated to themselves A TREASURE which was ours as much as 
theirs. p. 1. 

Hence he states: that the publication of the Selections, 
which rt is proposed to give from these services, is, as it were, AN 
ACT OF RE-APPROPRIATION, p. 1. 

Now there is certainly nothing objectionable in making Se- 
lections from the Breviary for the aid of private devotion, pro- 
vided that all superstitious and idolatrous matter be carefully 
expunged : for the Breviary contains very copious extracts 
from the Psalms and other parts of Scripture, associated with 
several excellent prayers which have descended from remote 
Antiquity and which have been adopted into our own Liturgy. 
Accordingly, the Writer, as indeed the very term Selection im- 
plies, professing to work upon this principle, distinctly states, 
that certain portions of the Breviary carry with them their own 
plain condemnation in the judgment of an English Christian : 
and, among them, he specially mentions and gives at large four 
idolatrous antiphons to the Virgin, in order to shew clearly the 
utter contrariety, between the Roman System as actually exist- 
ing, and our own; remarking, that they are quite beyond the 
power of any defence which might be available for less explicit 
compositions. p. 9, 11, 23, 24. 

Why the Writer should thus speak of the four antiphons, if 
he agrees with the author of the eighty-fifth Tract in strenuously 
maintaining ALL the Church Doctrines of the fourth century 
whether scriptural or extrascriptural, is not very clear ; for a 
person, who can view with approbation the idolatrous prayers 
of the fourth century, needs not, I should think, be particularly 
squeamish respecting the four condemned antiphons. Be this, 
however, as it may, the Writer, in point of fact, condemns these 
said antiphons: and then proceeds, first to enumerate, and after- 
ward to give at large, those Selections from the Breviary which 
he recommends to our use in the practice of private devotion. 
p. 15, 16, 26—134. 

The Selections, thus recommended, occupy a space of no less 
than one hundred and eight closely printed pages. ALL, there- 
fore, contained in that ample space, with a single solitary ex- 
ception, comes to us under the avowed sanction and recommenda- 
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tion of the Writer. The solitary exception is one of the four 
already condemned idolatrous antiphons. This is introduced in 
the midst of the Selections, with a marginal note advertising the 
reader that it has already been animadverted upon. p. 86. But, 
why a piece of gross idolatry should thus, gratuitously and 
officiously, be introduced, tn the very midst of a Selection pro- 
fessedly designed for our aid in private devotion, associated 
with a marginal warning, that, although introduced, it was not 
to be used: I shall not undertake to explain. Most persons 
would think, that, in making such a Selection, the vile abomi- 
nation would, quite as a matter of course, have been omitted. 
However, there it stands, in all its naked deformity, with a 
Lege Caute by its side (p. 86.): and the strangely injudicious 
Selecter (to employ the softest term) best knows his own mo- 
tives, for thus scandalously shocking the eye of a Christian at 
his devotions, and for thus grievously disturbing him while in 
communion with his God, by thrusting into his very face a con- 
fessedly indefensible prayer. When we are told, that a good 
and unexceptionable Selection is to be made from the Breviary 
for the use of us Anglicans, we naturally expect, as a special 
part of the bargain, that we shall encounter nothing offensive, 
or, at all events, nothing which the Selecter deems oljectionable : 
and yet an antiphon to the Virgin, described by the Selecter 
himself (p. 23.) as quite beyond the power of any defence, is 
nevertheless admitted into the Selection. We are guarded, in- 
deed, against using it: but, if, though Selected, we are not to 
use it, and if it be quite beyond the power of any defence, why 
should it have been at all introduced? Certainly, the Writer 
entertains most original ideas, both as to the moral duty ofa 
Selecter, and as to the nature of what is usually understood by 
the term Selection. Thus acted no¢ our pious Anglican Re- 
formers, when they eclectically compiled our unrivalled Liturgy. 
One foolery, indeed, they unwarily admitted into king Edward’s 
first Liturgy: the foolery of a Prayer for the Dead without the 
possibility of knowing it to be beneficial. But the Prayer was 
speedily erased : and, in the later Book of Homilies, the Prac- 
tice itself was expressly condemned. Jf we will cleave only 
unto the Word of God, maturely theologises the Church of Eng- 
land, then must we needs grant, that we have no commandment 


474 APPENDIX. 


to pray for them that are departed out of this world.—The 
sentence of God is unchangeable, and cannot be revoked again, 
Therefore, let us not deceive ourselves ; thinking, that either we 
may help other, or other may help us, by their good and charit- 
able prayers in time to come. Homily concerning Prayer. 
part iil. p. 282, 283. 

This single antiphon, however, excepted, all the remainder of 
the Selection, which, as I have remarked, occupies one hundred 
and eight pages, is avowedly approved of by the Selecter: and, 
under that precise aspect, is recommended to the devotional use 
of the Christian. 

Let us see, then, what Prayers, the Selectér, BY AN ACT OF 
RE-APPROPRIATION, would make our own: so that, in future, 
under his sanction and (I conclude) the sanction also of his 
brother ‘Tract- Writers, certainly under the sanction of the 
Writer of the eighty-fifth Tract who enforces the entire Church 
System of the.fourth century, we may duly and safely use them 
in our private devotion. 

Holy Mary, succour the wretched, help the weak-hearted, 
comfort the mourners, pray for the people, interpose for the 
Clergy, intercede for the devoted femaies: let all feel thy as- 
sistance, who observed thy holy commemoration. Pray for us, 
holy mother of God. p. 58, repeated at p. 80. 

I beseech thee, blessed Mary, ever Virgin, the blessed Michael 
Archangel, the blessed John Baptist, the holy Apostles Peter 
and Paul, all Saints, and thee, my Father, to pray the Lord our 
God for me. p. 61. repeated at p. 82. 

Holy Mary, and all the Saints, intercede for us to the Lord 
that we may be worthy of his help and salvation, who liveth and 
reigneth world without end. p. 62. 

Blessed Laurence, Martyr of Christ, intercede for us. p. 125, 
thrice repeated. 

READER. Sir, pray for a blessing. MiNisTER. May he (Lau- 
rence), whose festival we keep, intercede for us to the Lord. p. 133. 

These prayers sufficiently speak for themselves: and the 
last extract is specially important on account of the open ac- 
knowledgment which it contains. The Reader, a person in one 
of the lower Orders of the Romish Church, begs the Priest to 
pray for a blessing : and his request is answered by the offering 
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up of the requested prayer to Laurence, that he would grant the 
benefit of his intercession. We may remark, that the service in 
honour of Laurence, and indeed all the other services in the 
Selection, are calculated rather for public, than for private, de- 
votion: and I know not what we are to understand by the cir- 
cumstance, except that, when the Church of England shall have 
been reformed on the principles of the Tract-Writers, the ser- 
vices in question are to be adopted and used in all our places of 
worship. 

Tt will be observed, that the Prayers, which I have extracted 
from the Selection, exactly correspond, in form and principle, 
with those which enter into the Church System of the fourth 
century : so that, by such a comment upon the text, we may 
perfectly understand what Church Doctrines and what Church 
Practices we are required by the author of the eighty-fifth 
Tract to receive, on pain of being compelled to reject along 
with them the Canon of Scripture. 

2. The ground of this requisition is: that the evidence for the 
Canon is not a whit better than the evidence for the extrascrip- 
tural Church Doctrines of the fourth century. I shall now, 
therefore, proceed to offer some few short remarks on the evi- 
dence for the Canon. 

(1.) Here it may be useful to begin with pointing out the 
sophism, which lurks in the very comparison itself. 

Two cases are compared together, between which there is 
no analogical resemblance. 

The Canon of Scripture cannot be established on the evidence 
of Scripture itself: it must, in the very nature of things, be 
established by evidence derived aleunde. 

But there is no natural impossibility, that Doctrines, re- 
ceived by the Church, should be established on the evidence 
of Scripture : nor is there any inherent necessity, that evidence, 
derived aliundeé, should be called in for their establishment. 

How, then, stands the balance, as held by the Writer of the 
eighty-fifth Tract ? 

Why, truly, thus. 

The evidence for Doctrines, which ought to be, but which 
cannot be, established on scriptural testimony, is pronounced 
to be equipollent with the evidence for the Canon, which, in 
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the very nature of things, cannot be established on scriptural 
testimony, and which therefore (if established at all) must be 
established on extrinsic or extrascriptural testimony. 

Or, more briefly : the Canon which physically cannot be 
settled from Scripture, and certain Church Doctrines which 
practically cannot be settled from Scripture though there is no 
abstract physical impossibility of their being thus settled, are 
yet declared to rest upon strictly analogous and perfectly equi- 
pollent evidence. 

But this is not all. The Writer, even as he himself marks 
out the lines of his comparison, suicidally cuts the throat of 
his own argument. 

In the case of the Canon, he tells us, the unanimity of the 
Jifth century acted upon A PERPLEXED AND DISORDERED 
TEXT : meaning, I suppose, upon various Books ; some of 
which, in the previous centuries, had been doubted, and some 
accepted, according to the measure of evidence then before 
each particular Church. 

But, in the case of Extrascriptural Doctrines, he tells us, 
the unanimity of the fourth century acted only upon A CON- 
CISE TEXT: that is to say, upona text so scanty for such a 
purpose, that we cannot fail to admire the ingenuity, which, 
out of its acknowledged poverty, could extract the ABUNDANCE 
(as the author speaks) of the fourth century. 

Yet, with this confessed dissimilitude of the two cases before 
him, does he invite us to receive the Extrascriptural Doctrines 
of the fourth century, as standing upon an equally firm founda- 
tion of evidence as the painfully examined and finally admitted 
claims of the Canon of Scripture. 

(2.) But it is time, that I should give a sketch (a very brief 
one, it will be expected) of the mode in which and of the prin- 
ciple on which, the Canon of the New Testament, as we now 
have it, was finally settled and established. 

In the persecuted and widely separated portions of the Early 
Church Catholic, it is small wonder, that, what we call The 
Canon of Scripture, was not finally settled, until after the lapse 
of many years: for the very nature of the Books, included 
within that Canon, would, under such circumstances, inevitably 
produce such a result. 
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The four Gospels, whatever subordinate objects might be 
severally aimed at in them, were all of a general character, 
written professedly for the information and instruction of the 
entire Catholic Church at large. Hence, as. might naturally 
be expected, and indeed as the Writer of the Tract confesses, 
they were all attested, as canonical, from their very first pro- 
duction: nay, in reference to rejected spurious Gospels, so 
exclusively attested, that even some fanciful reasons, WHY 
there should be exactly four Gospels and no more than four 
Gospels, were given, in the second century, by Irenéus, a 
holy disciple of Polycarp who was himself the martyred 
disciple of St. John. Iren, adv. heer. lib. iii. c. 11. p. 186, 
187. 

But the Epistles were, for the most part, addressed to par- 
ticular Churches. Hence, whatever certainty of their aposto- 
lical genuineness and authenticity might be reasonably felt by 
this or that particular Church, time must obviously elapse, 
before a particular conviction, however well founded, could 
ripen into a general conviction, Thus, when the Epistle to the 
Colossians was read also in the Church of the Laodicéans ; 
coming, as it would come, with the double attestation of St. 
Paul who wrote it and of the Colossians who officially trans- 
mitted it, it would be received as canonical by the Laodicéans 
as well as by the Colossians: but, if a copy of it were brought, 
without any attestation, by some private hand, to the Church 
of Rome or to the still more remote Churches of Gaul and 
Britain, we may readily understand why many years might 
elapse ere it was similarly received by those Churches also. 
See Coloss. iv. 16. 

Much the same remark applies to the Apocalypse. In Asia, 
where it was known to be the Work of St. John, it was re- 
ceived and quoted, as Justin Martyr about the year 137 wit- 
nesses, under the precise aspect of a divine revelation made to 
that Apostle ; év amoxadrve: yevouevy atte: but, in other parts, 
where it was not known to be such, either it was hastily re- 
jected, or at least belief was suspended until sufficient testimony 
to its genuineness could be obtained. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. 
Oper. p. 240. 

The Canon of Scripture, then, was established, only upon 
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the most severe examination of the claims which each separate 
Book could prefer: and, as such an examination, in the cir- 
cumstances of the Early Church, could not but occupy a con- 
siderable portion of time, the very fact, of The comparatively 
late final settlement of the ENTIRE Canon as we now have it, 
is, in reality, one of the best proofs of the correctness of that 
settlement ; for it shews, that no Book was admitted, until the 
jealously sifted evidence in its favour was found to be perfectly 
irresistible. 

Accordingly, why is it, that labour and toil as we might, 
we never, in the present day, could persuade the Church 
Catholic to receive, as canonical, the Gospel of the twelve 
Apostles, or the Gospel of St. Andrew, or the Gospel of Christ’s 
Infancy, or the Acts of St. Peter, or the Epistle of St. Bar- 
nabas, or the Revelation of St. Thomas? Clearly, because, 
since the jealous severity of the Early Church rejected them on 
the ground of their defectiveness in satisfactory evidence ; we, 
in the present day, can never rationally claim to produce that 
testimony, which, in the time of the Early Church, their 
several advocates were unable to produce. 

3. [ now finally pass to a consideration of that evidence for 
the Extrascriptural Church Doctrines of the fourth century, 
which is alleged by the author to equal the evidence for the 
Canon of Scripture. 

The sole evidence, which I can find to be adduced by him 
in their favour, is this. 

Certain Doctrines, which cannot be established from Scrip- 
ture, were received, as true, by the Catholic Church, in the 
fourth century. But the ABUNDANCE of the fourth century 
interprets, develops, and combines, all that is recondite or partial 
as to Doctrine in the previous centuries, thus acting as a com- 
ment upon a@ CONCISE TEXT: for the Aints of the three first 
centuries constitute the Concise Text; and the hermeneutic 
commentaries of the fourth century constitute the Abundant 
Sermon. Thus the after century contains but the termination 
of the testimony of the foregoing centuries : and, since the fore- 
going centuries all maintain, though with recondite and partial 
conciseness, the very Doctrines of the fourth century; such 
Doctrines must have subsisted from the beginning. Hence, 
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as they must have subsisted from the beginning, they also must 
though not contained in Scripture, have been originally delivered 
by the inspired Apostles. 

This, unless I wholly misunderstand him, is the author’s case 

of what he calls Moral Evidence. 
- (1.) Now, obviously, the very first question, which must be 
raised upon it, is: Whether the Extrascriptural Doctrines of 
the fourth century do, or do not, contradict the plain declara- 
tions of Scripture. 

This question is vitally important : because, if they do con- 
tradict Scripture, no evidence can establish them to the reason- 
able conviction of him who believes that Scripture is indeed 
the Word of God. 

In general, then, I should say: that ALL doctrinal additions 
to Holy Scripture are strictly prohibited. Ye shall not app 
unto the word which I command you, is the strict inhibition of 
God to the Israelites : and, unless we contend, that ADDITIONS 
may be made to the New Testament, though they may not be 
made to the Old Testament, this inhibition will extend to the 
WHOLE of God’s Written Word. Deut. iv. 2. Such a con- 
clusion is strengthened by a similar inhibition at the very close 
of the Sacred Canon. If any man shall ADD unto these things, 
God shall add unto him the plagues that are written in this 
Book. Rev. xxii. 18. It is true, that the Apocalypse alone 
is here directly spoken of : but it would seem a strange mode 
of interpretation, if we were to say ; that we must not ADD to 
the Apocalypse indeed, but that we. may freely ADD to all the 
rest of the New Testament. 

Prohibitions of such a nature are alone sufficient to stamp 
with daring illegality all Prayer for the Dead, even if that 
presumptuous will-worship were not irreconcileable with the 
whole analogy of Revelation. But the Adoration of Dead 
Saints and Martyrs as they were adored in the fourth century, 
and the Doctrine of the Eucharist being a Propitiatory Sacri- 
fice, yet further stand in even absolute and direct contradiction 
to Scripture. With respect to the first, no formal testimony 
needs to be produced: and, with respect to the second, the 
notion that The Consecrated Elements are a Propitiatory Sacri- 
jice is utterly irreconcileable with the plain language of Holy 
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Writ; which, if we except the mere figurative sacrifice of 
Praise and Thanksgiving, recognises, under the Christian Dis- 
pensation, no more than ONE Sacrifice ONCE offered up for the 
complete expiation of all sin. Heb. ix. 25—28. x. 10—12. 
vil, 25—27. 

This being the case, if we believe the divine authority of 
the Bible, no evidence, whether moral or specific, can 
establish a Doctrine, which is either presumptuously added 
to Scripture, or which flatly contradicts Scripture. Radi- 
cally defective, therefore, would be the author’s plea of 
Moral Evidence, even if he could substantiate the ground- 
work on which the original apostolic delivery of the Extra- 
scriptural Church Doctrines of the fourth century is to be 
supported. 

(2.) But, in truth, nothing can be a greater failure than his 
effort to saddle the Extrascripturalities of that rapidly apos- 
tatising age upon the three collective centuries which pre- 
ceded it. . 

The earliest Fathers, from Clement downward, give no 
tangible intimations, that the Catholic Church from the begin- 
ning held and taught any such Doctrines, as the Utility of 
Prayer for the Dead, the Sacrificially-Propitiatory Nature of 
the Lord’s Supper, and the Beneficial Piety of invoking Dead 
Saints to defend besieged cities by their Relics and to confer 
upon their devout worshippers gifts and graces and blessings 
which God only can bestow. 

Our author, I am perfectly aware, attempts to establish 
what he calls The Eucharistic Sacrifice, partly from the lan- 
guage of certain of the Fathers, and partly from their use of 
the term Altar. The desired result he, of course, brings out, 
through the medium of a literal interpretation of their phrase- 
ology: and then, after his accustomed manner, intimates, that 
the evidence for this Doctrine is stronger than the evidence 
for the Book of Acts and the Epistles to the Thessalonians. 
p. 79. 

With his offensive system of comparison we are now tolerably 
familiar : and the sophistry of the present comparison, which 
is a portion of his general comparison touching the Canon of 
Scripture, has already been sufficiently exposed. I shall 
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rather, therefore, notice simply what he says in regard to the 
so called Eucharistic Sacrifice. 

As he gives no references, save to a passage in Ignatius, 
TY am unable to follow him: but it may will be doubted, 
whether the literal interpretation, which he puts upon the 
language of the early Fathers, be not, on his part, a mere 
gratuitous assumption ; and, with respect to those whom he 
alieges out of the fourth century, such an allegation is palpably 
quite irrelevant to the matter in hand, for no one denies the 
existence of the Doctrine in that century. 

To a passage in Ignatius, however, which he cites at length, 
he specially refers: whence I conclude, that that passage is 
his palmary testimony from the Ancients. I have duly at- 
tended to the passage, with his own gloss upon it : and I cer- 
tainly must say, that when he insists upon the necessity of a 
literal exposition, he altogether begs the question. 

In a single place which respects the Lucharist or the Lord's 
Supper (for so, I agree with Usher and Cotelarius, the word 
etxapiotia ought plainly to be understood), the one flesh of 
Christ, the one cup to the oneness of his blood, the one ALTAR, 
and the one Bishop with the Presbytery and the Deacons, are 
all mentioned together by Ignatius. Epist. ad Philadelph. § 4. 

Upon this, the Writer argues: that, since every other term in 
the entire passage must needs be understood literally, we are 
bound, by the principle of homogeneous interpretation, to under- 
stand similarly the term Altar likewise. 

Now this, in the mouth of a Papist, might be a tolerably re- 
spectable argument in favour of Transubstantiation: but it isa 
very bad one, in the mouth of an Anglican, who, I suppose, 
does not hold that Doctrine. The Writer and myself are fully 
agreed, that the passage relates to the Lord’s Supper there called 
the Eucharist. Under this aspect, if, in the following out of 
the Writer’s argument, we interpret the term ALTAR literally : 
the law of homogeneity, as here enforced by him, will require, 
that we should also literally interpret the terms FLESH and 
BLOOD. But, if we thus interpret those terms; since the pas- 
sage relates to the Sacrament of the Lord’s Supper, we inevitably 
pronounce the héeral and material FLESH and BLOOD to be 
present under the form of the Elements: that is to say, we in- 
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evitably establish from the passage the Doctrine of the Mate- 
rial Presence as contradistinguished from the Doctrine of the 
Spiritual Presence... In a word, the argument of the Writer 
cannot demonstrate the ALTAR to be a literal Altar and thence 
the EUCHARIST to be a real Propitiatory Sacrifice, without at 
the same time demonstrating TRANSUBSTANTIATION to be a 
true Church Doctrine. 

I suppose I need scarcely observe, that a sound Anglican, 
taking up the views of our own Communion Service, will ex- 
actly invert the Writer’s argument. The FLESH and the BLOOD 
in the Eucharist, he will say, are not literal Flesh and Blood. 
Therefore, by the law of homogenity, the ALTAR, mentioned by 
Ignatius, cannot be a literal Altar: and, thence, the CONSE- 
CRATED ELEMENTS cannot be a Propitiatory Sacrifice. 

Thus vain is the argument even in itself. But what shall we 
think of the advocated literal interpretation, when we turn to 
the evidence of FACTS ? 

If the atTaR be a literal Altar, furnished with a literal 
Sacrifice : then an Altar of this description, for the avowed pur- 
pose of literal and material Sacrifice, must have been a well 
known and well understood object in each christian place of 
worship from the beginning. But this point, so necessary to the 
Writer’s interpretation, is absolutely set aside by the standing 
reproach of the Pagans even down to the very end of the third 
century. You Christians, said they, employ no Altar in your 
wretchedly meagre worship. The answer was: We admit it; 
for our Altars are the inward Governing Principle of each right- 
eous man, and our Sacrifices are Prayers from a pure conscience, 
Orig. cont. Cels. lib. viii. p. 389. Minuc. Fel. Octav. p. 91. 
313. Arnob. adv. Gent. lib. vi. p. 189. 

Yea but, still alleges the author, the first centuries, in point 
of Doctrine, all tend toward the fourth. 

How can they tend to it, when, at the very most, nothing can 
be picked out of them, save what the author gratuitously 
deems hints, such as the ALTAR in Ignatius? 

Nay, rejoins the author, but when we have reason to think, 
that a writer or an age would have witnessed so and so, but for 
this or that: then he or it may be said to tend toward such 
testimony. On this principle, what prevented Clement of 
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Rome from attesting Prayer for the Dead: and what could 
have induced him to use language, which inevitably stultifies 
the Practice altogether? Clem. Rom. Epist. ad Co- 
rinth, ii. § 8. 

The particular impediment I pretend not to specify, replies 
the author: but still the early writers would have explicitly 
witnessed the extrascriptural Church Doctrines of the fourth 
century, but for this or that. 

Be it so. They would, then, no doubt, have done it: but, 
unluckily, they were prevented. Hence, in point of Fact, they 
confessedly did it not. If, as was the case with Clement in the 
matter of Prayer for the Dead, they dzd not speak ; they clearly, 
nevertheless, ought to have spoken: and, with the abundant 
fourth century for our guide, toward which, in this way (as the 
author says) tend the three first centuries, we may safely, no 
less than charitably, take the will for the deed. 

III. The tendency of the three first centuries to the fourth 
and the Comment of the fourth upon the three jirst, as insisted 
on by the Writer of the eighty-fifth Tract, constitute a PRINCI- 
PLE, which, as a theological servant of all work, is quite invalu- 
able. 

1. If the three first centuries all tend to the fourth, while the 
fourth, by its abundant comment, reciprocally interprets all that 
is recondite or partial in the three first : then on the same esta- 
blished PRINCIPLE of Tendency downward and Comment upward, 
the four first centuries must all tend to the commenting fifth, ; 
the five first, similarly, to the sixth; the six first, to the 
seventh; the seven first, to the eighth; the eight first, to the 
ninth ; and so downward, in sure and regular progression. 

This progression, on the PRINCIPLE which has been laid 
down, cannot be denied, unless the Writer be prepared to main- 
tain, that The Tendency of the three first centuries to the re- 
ciprocally commenting fourth is manifest and indisputable ; 
while there is no appearance of any ulterior Tendency of the col- 
lective eight first centuries to a commenting ninth. 

But such a proposition, I think, he will scarcely be hardy 
enough to assert and defend. 

Hence, on the very same PRINCIPLE, if we admit the Law of 
Tendency and Comment to reach and effect the ninth century, I 
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see not how we can consistently (as the Writer loves to speak) 
deny its equal operation upon the sixteenth century. 

Now the Church Doctrines of the sixteenth century, as well 
extrascriptural as scriptural, are luminously propounded by the 
renowned Fathers of the Council of Trent: and they put in ex- 
actly the same claim for the Abundance of the sixteenth century, 
as our author puts in for the Abundance of the fourth. Their 
Church Doctrines and their Church Practices, whether delivered 
in Scripture or handed down in a mode which they venerate 
with no less affection of piety (pari pietatis affectu) than Scrip- 
ture itself, they themselves received from their immediate pre- 
decessors; and their immediate predecessors, in like manner, 
from their immediate predecessors: until, at length, in the 
mighty succession of ages, these very Church Doctrines and 
these very Church Practices, whether scriptural or extrascrip- 
tural, were received from the Apostles; as the Apostles had, 
finally, received them from the mout of Christ himself. Concil. 
Trident. sess. iv. p. 7, 8. 

2. Can we possibly have a more splendid specimen of the 
rationalé of TENDENCY AND COMMENT and of the use of MORAL 
EVIDENCE ? On the Writer’s PRINCIPLE, the demonstration 
is perfect in all its parts. 

But, meanwhile, what is to become of our brother himself? 
If, on his Evidential Principle, he receives the Extrascriptural 
Church Doctrines of the fourth century : consistency, of which 
we have heard so much in the eighty-fifth Tract, requires, that 
he should likewise receive all the Extrascriptural Church Doc- 
trines of the sixteenth century. Accordingly, he himself very 
pregnantly says every thing, that even the Pope and the Col- 
lege of Cardinals and the Fraternity of Jesuits to boot could 
wish him to say. Jf our choice hes, between accepting ALL and 
rejecting ALL, which I consider IT DOES (sic!) when persons are 
consistent, no man can hesitate which alternative is to be taken. 
p. 100. 

The PRINCIPLE, we see, when honestly carried out hurries 
us, with more than railroad speed, from odious Protestantism 
and the hated Reformation (as the Tract-Writer Mr. Froude 
speaks), to the strong delusion of the Man of Sin and to the 
prophetically doomed harlot-city of the mystic Babylon, 
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Will our brother sacrifice his Consistency or his Church ? 
Will he resign his Bible or his Principle ? Will he endanger 
his soul or his Moral Evidence? Are we still to retain him 
among us: or, with all the deceivableness of unrighteousness 
in them that perish, does he purpose, to take up his future 
quarters in the purlieus of the Vatican, and thus to afford a 
second awful instance of miserable and besotted apostacy on the 
part of an Anglican Clergyman? May the God of mercy 
arrest him in his headlong course: and may the same God 
spare him the destruction of those half-fledged Divines, who, in 
their juvenile simplicity, are actually said to admire, as some- 
what specially profound, speculations and arguments of the 
stamp now before us! 

3. Here it is, that I virtually and incidentally stand at issue, 
with the Writer of the eighty-fifth Tract, touching the Doctrine 
of Justification. 

If, on the Evidential Principle, of the author, we be com- 
pelled to receive ald the Church Doctrines of the fourth century : 
then, on the same Evidential Principle, we shall equally be 
compelled to receive ali the Church Doctrines of the sixteenth 
century. But, if we be thus compelled to receive all the 
Church Doctrines of the sixteenth century : then shall we be 
compelled to receive the Doctrine of Justification, as laid down 
and expounded by the Fathers of the Council of Trent ; who, 
like our author, claim as their voucher the whole Catholic 
Church from the beginning. Concil. Trident. sess. vi. p. 43. 

Now, against such exposition, as recently adopted by Mr. 
Knox and as but too evidently favoured by Mr. Newman, my 
whole Treatise was directed, 

Hence, unless I could set aside the EVIDENTIAL PRINCIPLE 
enforced by the present author, 1 was plainly bound to accept 
the Tridentine Statement of the Doctrine of Justification and 
thus renounce the Anglican Statement of that Doctrine which I 
had determinately maintained in my same Treatise. 

IV. The only part of my task, which now remains, is to 
point out and discuss the Writer’s astonishing self-contradictori- 
ness. 

1. Of this very uncomely authorship, I submit the following 
specimens, 


486 APPENDIX. 


(1.) At the commencement of his Tract, he expresses himself 
as follows. 

In plain terms, I conceive I have MOST ABUNDANT EVIDENCE 
given me of the divine origin of the Church System. How, then, 
is that EVIDENCE, which is given, not given; because, though 
GIVEN IN SCRIPTURE, it might be given more explicitly and 
fully, and (if I may so say) more consistently ? p. 2, 3. 

(2.) Afterward, he puts in a salvo, from which we learn: 
that, to certain parts of the Church System, no evidence is 
given in Scripture but that, nevertheless, there are other grounds, 
on which we are still bound to receive them. 

What excuse have we for not recognising, in the System of 
Doctrine and Worship in question, that System, to which the 
Apostles refer in Scripture? They evidently did NOT say out 
in SCRIPTURE all they had to say. p. 22. 

The mere circumstance, that ADDITIONAL INFORMATION Zs 
in ADDITION, is no proof against its being APOSTOLIC. That 
it is EXTRASCRIPTURAL, is no proof that it is UNSCRIPTURAL: 
for St. Paul himself tells us, in Scripture, that THERE ARE 
TRUTHS NOT IN SCRIPTURE. p. 33. 

Even though SCRIPTURE be considered to be ALTOGETHER 
SILENT,—there is nothing in this circumstance to disprove the 
Church’s Doctrine, if there be OTHER GROUNDS for it. 
p. 48. 

(3.) Finally, he teaches us: that the whole Christian Faith is 
contained in Scripture. 

It 1s enough, that SCRIPTURE has been overruled TO CONTAIN 
THE WHOLE CHRISTAIN FAITH. p. 33. 

2. The author, it seems, has most abundant evidence given 
him in Scripture, that the entire Church System of the fourth 
century is of divine origin: but still, on the alleged authority of 
St. Paul and the Apostles, he would travel out of Scripture for 
other grounds, on which certain Church Doctrines, incapable of 
proof from Scripture, may nevertheless be satisfactorily 
established without the aid of Scripture: and then he crowns all 
by assuring us, that Scripture has been overruled to contain 
the WHOLE Christian Faith. 

(1.) If scrtpTuRE, then contains the WHOLE Christian Faith ; 
and if ALL the Church Doctrines of the fourth century be por- 
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tions of the Christian Faith: then, by the author’s own shewing, 
they must needs be ALL contained in SCRIPTURE. 

Nay, says he, sure enough, somE of them are not contained 
in SCRIPTURE; for their very character and impress is Evxira- 
scripturality: but still, as I have told you, we are bound to 
receive them on OTHER GROUNDS. 

(2.) Beit so, I reply: but, in that case, still by your own 
shewing, they are NO PART of the Christain Faith ; inasmuch as 
you yourself have taught us, that the WHOLE Christian Faith is 
contained in SCRIPTURE. 

Well, retorts the author, but the Apostles evidently did not, 
in Scripture, say out all they had to say: and St. Paul himself 
tells us, in Scripture, that there are truths NOT in Scripture. 

(3.) Yes, I reply, but you yourself have positively assured 
us: that SCRIPTURE has been overruled to contain the WHOLE 
Christain Faith. If so, therefore: whatever extrascriptural 
truths (of which in good sooth, we absolutely know nothing) St. 
Paul and the Apostles might orally deliver; it is clear, by 
your own statement, that these truths could have been no ADDI- 
TIONAL portion of the Christain Faith; because, as you yourself 
unequivocally and rightly tell us, the WHOLE Christian Faith is 
contained in SCRIPTURE. 

3. Thus does the author veer about, from white to black, and 
from black to white. The case, however disgraceful, is easily 
accounted for. So must it ever be, when, foolishly quitting the 
sure ground of Scripture, we follow the Ignis Fatuus of Extra- 
scriptural Corruption into the unsure quagmire of Hopeless In- 
consistency. 


NUMBER XI. 


A DISCUSSION OF THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN A LEGITIMATE 
AND AN ILLEGITIMATE APPEAL TO ANTIQUITY. 


As there has been a good deal of misapprehension touching 
the subject of an Appeal to Antiquity, and as the whole of the 
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present Work rests evidentially upon the basis of such an 
Appeal, I shall here, though at the hazard of some repetition, 
point out the Difference between a LEGITIMATE APPEAL and 
an ILLEGITIMATE APPEAL. 

To this [ am the rather led by my recent perusal of a valu- 
able Work, which most creditably purports to have been 
written by a Layman, and which bears the title of Essays on 
the Church. 

I. In the last edition of that masterly and powerful defence 
of the Church of England, the author, while justly combatting 
the zllegitimate Use of Antiquity by the Writers of the Tracts 
for the Times and their various Adherents, does not, I think, 
clearly apprehend, and thence from spurious counterfeit does 
not accurately distinguish, its legztimate Use. p. 300—309. 

1. A Writer in the British Magazine, it seems, taking up 
the very ground of the Writer of the eighty-fifth Tract, pro- 
nounces : that three centuries aad more were necessary for the 
Infant Church to attain her mature and perfect form, and that 
the principal Fathers of the fourth century are to be viewed as 
the fully instructed teachers of her DOCTRINE. Brit. Mag. 
vol. ix. p. 359, apud Essays on the Church, p. 308. 

(1.) Now this statement, by reason of its mixed vagueness 
and defectiveness, is a clear case of Illegitimate Appeal. 

The Writer, at least as he stands cited by the author of the 
Essays, specifies not what he means by DOCTRINE. That is 
to say, he specifies not: whether, by his term DOCTRINE, we 
are to understand Scriptural Doctrine alone ; or whether, by 
that term, we are to understand both Scriptural Doctrine and 
Extrascriptural Doctrine conjointly. 

This constitutes his vagueness: and an Exclusive Appeal to 
the Fathers of the fourth age constitutes his defectiveness. 
For, although such Fathers may be good evidence as to the 
received Church Doctrines of the fourth century, which were 
partly scriptural and partly extrascriptural : they are very in- 
sufficient evidence as to what were the real and unadulterated 
Doctrines of the Church from the beginning, unless they be 
supported by the concurrent testimony of more ancient Fathers 
than themselves up to the age of the Apostles. 

Hence, an Appeal of such a description, which may serve 
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equally to establish the Scriptural Doctrine of the Trinity and 
the Evtrascriptural Doctrines of the Duty of Prayer for the 
Dead and the Benefit of invocating the Saints and Martyrs, 
well deserves the hearty castigation of our intelligent and truly 
protestant Layman. 

(2.) But, because an Illegitimate Appeal has been made to 
mere relative Antiquity for the establishment of what the 
Writer indefinitely calls the DocTRINE of the Church, we are 
not, therefore, to give up the right of Legztimate Appeal legiti- 
mately conducted. 

An Appeal to the exclusive Fathers of the fourth century is, 
doubtless, quite insufficient to establish, as the genuine primeval 
Doctrine of the uncorrupted Catholic Church, the miserable 
EXTRASCRIPTURALITIES of that declining and _ superstitious 
age: for, when unsupported by the evidence of the earlier 
Fathers, their testimony to such EXTRASCRIPTURALITIES is 
indeed of the very lowest possible value; and, even if it had 
the support of the earlier Fathers, it still would be valueless 
against the censure and (I will fearlessly add) the silence of 
Scripture. But this is no reason, why we should not appeal 
to these very Fathers of the fourth century or even to still 
later Fathers for the sole ascertainment of the true sense of 
DOCTRINAL SCRIPTURE, when their testimony, as to that true 
sense, is confirmed by a regular retrogressive chain of their 
concurring predecessors up to the apostolic age: for it is easy 
to understand their value, when, in progression downward, 
they appear as continuous witnesses to that Sense of DOCTRINAL 
SCRIPTURE, which the Primitive Church, instructed by the 
Apostles, received and held from the very beginning. 

Here, the testimony of Basil or of Cyril or of Chrysostom 
or of the two Gregories may justly be deemed valuable : 
because, respecting the true sense of DOCTRINAL SCRIPTURE, 
they carry on unbroken from those who went before them, the 
chain of evidence. Nor is this testimony, on their part, to 
The aboriginally received Sense of DOCTRINAL SCRIPTURE, 
at all deteriorated by Their novel advocacy of various EXTRA- 
SCRIPTURALITIES which constituted part and parcel of the 
Church Doctrines of the fourth century. For those Fooleries 
are, in fact, supported by no aboriginal testimony; as, in 
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theory, they are incapable of support against scRIPTURE by 
any testimony : and, furthermore, they did not intrude into the 
Church without resistance ; inasmuch as Cyril confesses some 
of them to have been opposed even in the fourth century ; and 
inasmuch as, at the commencement of the fifth century when 
matters were becoming worse and worse, good Vigilantius and 
the yet uncorrupted Churches of the Cottian Alps stoutly pro- 
tested against them. Cyril. Catech. Mystag. v. p. 241. Hieron. 
adv. Vigilant. ad Ripar. Oper. vol. ii. p. 157. Hieron. adv. 
Vigilant. c. i, ii, ili, iv, vi. Oper. vol. ii. p. 158—161. Epist. 
lui. Oper. vol. ii. p. 158. 

(3.) It is perfectly true, that, by the Writer of the eighty- 
fifth Tract, an attempt, as we have seen, is set up to connect 
these UNSCRIPTURAL VANITIES with the Apostles, through 
the medium of certain alleged hints and tendencies in the earliest 
centuries: nay, with matchless absurdity, even the very silence 
of those earliest centuries, when accounted for according to the 
good pleasure of the Tract-Writers, is to be taken for their 
consent. 

But where is the tangible PRoor? And how is it even 
POSSIBLE to demonstrate the apostolicity of EXTRASCRIPTU- 
RALITIES, which, either directly or indirectly, contradict 
SCRIPTURE ? 

These hints and tendencies exist no where in a discoverable 
state, save when the same earliest centuries are viewed through 
the microscopic spectacles of a Predisposed Imagination. The 
silence, indeed, of the earliest centuries, may be very readily 
discovered. Here, we have no difficulty. The truth is, that 
the purer ages knew nothing of the EXTRASCRIPTURAL MON- 
STROSITIES, which gradually crept into the apostasing Church, 
and which the Writers of the Tract-School would fain asso- 
ciate, by an Illegitimate Appeal, with the genuine Catholic 
Doctrines of SCRIPTURE. 

2. The wide and essential Difference, between a Legitimate 
Appeal and an Illegitimate Appeal to Antiquity, will now be 
readily perceived. 

(1.) The former respects, not ¢his insulated Father in the 
fourth century or ¢hat insulated Father in the fifth century, 
but a Chain of concurrent Fathers: a Chain, reaching, in un- 
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broken succession, from any given point in any given century, 
up to the age of the Apostles; a Chain, furthermore, be it 
specially observed, touching nothing save the true sense of 
DOCTRINAL SCRIPTURE alone. 

(2.) The latter respects, not a Chain of concurrent Fathers 
whose testimony is confined to SCRIPTURE and whose succes- 
sion reaches up to the apostolic age, but a detached Father 
here and a detached Father there: the exclusive Fathers of the 
fourth century or of the fifth century, on whose novel and un- 
supported advocacy we are called upon to receive a putrescent 
mass of idle EXTRASCRIPTURALITIES and of impious UN- 
SCRIPTURALITIES. 

Il. Perhaps, however, the matter of LEGITIMATE and 
ILLEGITIMATE will be rendered still more clear, if I descend to 
a comparison of particulars. 

1. Many worse things have been done by the Tract- Writers, 
than their coinage of the term Ulira-Protestantism. 

Those of their opponents, whom they would thus distinguish, 
run into the directly opposite extreme from themselves. 

Because the Tract-Writers and their Adherents appeal to 
Antiquity ILLEGITIMATELY, the Ultra-Protestants will have 
no Appeal AT ALL. 

So far as the Principle of the LEGITIMATE APPEAL is con- 
cerned, those, who have been called Ulira-Protestants, gener- 
ally, I fear, labour under a complete Ignoratio Elenchi. 
Hence they talk of throwing the Fathers overboard : and hence 
they profess to abide by Scripture nakedly and abstractedly ; 
just as if this pretended abiding by SCRIPTURE ALONE was 
any thing more, that a real abiding by their own arbitrary and 
unevidenced CONSTRUCTION OF SCRIPTURE. 

(1.) The ground, which they seem commonly to take up, is this. 

Of Doctrinal Scripture, the true sense, even in the nineteenth 
century, ws still a matter of discussion and of settlement to be 
conducted according to the most approved principles of criticism. 
Hence, an Appeal to Antiquity is useless: because neither from 
superior learning, nor yet from superior talents and acuteness, 
were the early Fathers better qualified, than various modern 
Commentators, to be successful INTERPRETERS of Doctrinal 
Scripture. 
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Thus, with the gratuitous and absolutely false additament 
that The early Fathers perpetually contradict each other in 
their statements of Catholic Scriptural Doctrine, stands the 
ordinary Principle of the Ultra-Protestants: and it plainly 
reduces the whole matter to a question of SUCCESSFUL OR UN- 
SUCCESSFUL INTERPRETATION on the part of various insulated 
individuals either ancient or modern. 

In their view, Doctrinal Scripture is, as it were thrown 
down before a multitude of detached INTERPRETERS ; who, 
knowing nothing aliundé as to its import, and thence having 
nothing to rely upon save their own ingenuity, variously make 
out its meaning as best they may: and then an Enlightened 
Public gravely determines for itself, which of these alike in- 
sulated and alike evidentially unsupported INTERPRETERS is 
the cleverest ; and forthwith adopts his INTERPRETATION 
conformably. 

(2.) The whole of this Principle, which is perpetually 
paraded with as much positiveness as if it were quite incontest- 
able, rests entirely upon an Ignorance of the true Question. 

In the nineteenth century, the real Sense and Import of 
Doctrinal Scripture is no matter of consideration, to be at 
length settled by a comparative estimate of the several merits 
of INTERPRETERS. It was settled, so as to be absolutely and 
finally settled, by a single INTERPRETER from whom lies no 
appeal, many ages before the present generation of restless 
mortals saw the light. 

The Word of God is our RULE: and the Spirit of God is our 
INTERPRETER. 

So, when his statement is correctly explained, correctly 
speaks the very able laic author of Essays on the Church. 
The Spirit of God is indeed our INTERPRETER: but that 
Spirit INTERPRETED only through the medium of the inspired 
Apostles, when by their preaching and teaching, they delivered, 
with a moral impossibility of misapprehension, to the Primitive 
Church, the sole true sense of Doctrinal Scripture ; for, to 
take a single instance, if, in the apostolic INTERPRETATION of 
the Written Word, Christ had been again and again declared 
to be a mere man, no person of common sense, still less a whole 
Community, could ever have imagined the apostolic INTER- 
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PRETATION to run that he was true man united with true God. 
As the Spirit INTERPRETED through the Apostles, the Church 
received: and, what the Church received, was the very INTER- 
PRETATION of the Spirit. Thus, in the way of INTERPRETA- 
TION the settlement of the Sense of Doctrinal Scripture took 
place in the earliest days of that Church, which was personally 
taught by the inspired Apostles themselves, and which enjoyed 
the authoritative instruction of St. John down even to the com- 
mencement of the second century. Hence, we have nothing 
to do with any insulated human INTERPRETATION, as such. 
We have simply, on COMPETENT EVIDENCE, to ascertain, as 
an HISTORCAL FACT, what was the primeval and apostolic 
settlement ; or, in other words, what was the communicated 
INTERPRETATION of the Spirit: for, according to the very 
reason of things, we may be well assured, that if thzs can be 
ascertained, the Zruth will be ascertained. 

Under such circumstances, our business is not, to fit human 
INTERPRETER against human INTERPRETER, and then, with 
all the gravity of a conclave of owls, to decide, that the 
modern is amore competent INTERPRETER than the anczent. 
What we now want, is not INTERPRETATION, but TESTIMONY. 
As the Spirit, through the Apostles, INTERPRETED; the Pri- 
mitive Church received: and, what the Primitive Church thus 
received, was the very INTERPRETATION of the Spirit, which 
it is our object to ascertain. Consequently, if we can ascertain 
what the Primitive Church received, as the apostolically 
taught, and therefore only true, Sense of Doctrinal Scripture, 
we shall have ascertained the INTERPRETATION of the Spirit. 

Now the Fact, What the Primitive Church received, through 
the inspired teaching of the Apostles, as the INTERPRETATION 
of the Spirit, must, like any other HISTORICAL FACT, be 
ascertained by COMPETENT TESTIMONY: and that COMPE- 
TENT TESTIMONY we must plainly seek, just as we should 
seek it in the case of any other HISTORICAL FACT, by a refer- 
ence to the Concurring Attestation of Antiquity from the very 
time of the Apostles. 

The real question, therefore, which our modern Ultra-Pro- 
testants, more especially those of the Socinian Persuasion, 
perpetually misunderstand, is simply this: not Whether a 
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modern be, or be not, a better INTERPRETER than an ancient, 
Dr. Priestley, for instance, than Athanasius, just as if the 
INTERPRETATION of Doctrinal Scripture was to be settled: 
either in the fourth century or in the eighteenth; but Whether a 
modern, however great may be his critical and philological 
attainments, be, or be not, a better WITNESS than an ancient, 
touching the Aboriginal Ecclesiastical Reception of a particular 
Sense of Doctrinal Scripture, as being the genuine INTERPRE- 
TATION of the Spirit communicated through the then familiar 
expository medium of the inspired Apostles. 

(3.) Such a question, in order to its answer, will not require 
much prolixity of deliberation. As competent WITNESSES to a 
Primeval Fact, not as personal INTERPRETERS of a Doctrinal 
Text, there will, I suppose, be no great difficulty in determining 
between the value of the not contemporaneous moderns and 
the perfectly contemporaneous associated with the sig con- 
temporaneous ancients. 

Through the TESTIMONY of the ancients, then, we ascertain, 
What the earliest Church received, from the personal teaching of 
the inspired Apostles, as the true Sense of Doctrinal Scripture : 
and, by the ascertainment of this purely HISTORICAL FACT, we 
ascertain also What ts the infallible INTERPRETATION of the 
Spirtt. 

(4.) Under this aspect, we may justly say, with the author 
of the Essays on the Church: that The Word of God is our 
RULE; avd the Spirit of God, our INTERPRETER. 

But, under any other aspect, the statement is incorrect: for, 
if we vainly imagine, that the Spirit of God is our INTER- 
PRETER of the Word of God, by suggesting to our minds, in 
consequence of PRAYER and independently of EVIDENCE, the 
true Sense of Doctrinal Scripture; we introduce a dangerous 
and delusive Principle, which can issue in nothing save confu- 
sion and contradiction. For two good men, as was actually the 
case with Mr. Whitefield and Mr. Wesley, may, with equal 
sincerity, pray to be illuminated by the Spirit as to the true 
Sense of various allied Doctrinal Texts: and then may rise 
from their knees alike convinced, that each, in answer to his 
Prayer, has had impressed upon his mind the alone true INTER- 
PRETATION, although they severally propound, under this 
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precise aspect, two INTERPRETATIONS which are palpably the 
very antipodes to one another. This subject, however, in 
another place, I have already discussed so fully, that to resume 
it here were altogether superfluous. See my Primitive Doc- 
trine of Election, book i. chap. v. § II. 3. p. 53—62. 

2. So much for the Principle of the Ultra-Protestants. On 
the contrary, The Tract-Writers and their: Adherents (who, 
with equal propriety may be called Ultra-Churchmen ; for, if 
we may judge from such Compositions as the seventy-fifth 
and eighty-fifth Tracts for the Times, they certainly in no wise 
occupy the exact medium between the Ultra-Protestants and 
the Extrascripturalising Papists) wildly fly off into the other 
extreme: and thus they justly incur the serious charge, of 
making, precisely after the manner of the Papists, an 1LLEGI- 
TIMATE APPEAL to Antiquity. 

(1.) Not content with an establishment of the true Sense of 
Doctrinal Scripture by AN UNBROKEN CHAIN OF EVIDENCE 
REACHING UP TO THE APOSTOLIC AGE, they attempt, yet 
additionally, to establish sundry Extrascriptural or Unscrip- 
tural Doctrines and Doctrinal Practices, the vain hallucinations 
of the fourth century, by THE INSULATED EVIDENCE OF CER- 
TAIN COMPARATIVELY LATER FATHERS: which evidence, 
unless imaginary Tendencies and real Silence, be accepted 
instead of tangible Proof, is NOT corroborated and continued 
by the harmonious testimony of more ancient Fathers from the 
beginning ; and which, even if, contrary to all reasonable expec- 
tation, it were thus corroborated, would and could only prove, 
that a grievous declension from Scriptural Sincerity had, in 
accordance with the voice of Prophecy, begun to take place 
earlier than has commonly been supposed. See Acts xx. 
29, 30. Coloss. ii. 18. 2 Thess. i. 3,7,10,11. 1 Tim. 
IW dae. 

(2.) Thus, instead of LEGITIMATELY confining their Appeal 
to the Catholic Primitive Sense of Doctrinal Scripture, commu- 
nicated by the Apostles as the Interpretation of the Spirit, and 
established as an Historical Fact by an unbroken Chain of 
Concurrent Witnesses: they ILLEGITIMATELY extend it, pre- 
cisely like the Papists, to Matters, which are not contained in 
Scripture, and which, if received at all, must confessedly be 
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recewed on other grounds than Scripture, even on the insulated 
and unsupported testimony of certain detached Fathers in the 
fourth century. 

3. But we are not to reject the advantage of a LEGITIMATE 
APPEAL to Testimony, because the Tract- Writers have thought 
fit to make an ILLEGITIMATE APPEAL. That were, indeed, to 
root up the wheat, because tares have been mischievously sown 
along with it. 

(1.) Our Mother the Church of England, with her usual 
wisdom and temperance, stands at an equal distance from each 
vicious extreme. p 

She declares: that Scripture is the sole and sufficient Rule of 
Faith, so that nothing is to be admitted into our obligatory 
Creed unless it can be fairly and distinctly proved and deduced 
from the Written Word of God. 

But, since we cannot use Scripture asa Rule of Faith until 
we shall have ascertained its true Doctrinal Sense, she further- 
more directs: that We should appeal to Antiquity, collective 
and harmonious and aboriginal, as an honest and competent 
WITNESS fo the Sense, in which, as the apostolically delivered 
INTERPRETATION of the Spirit, Doctrinal Scripture was uni- 
versally understood, by the Primitive Church Catholic, from the 
very beginning. 

(2.) On this Principle of TESTIMONY TO A FACT, she would 
have us appeal to Antiquity in its largest character of A CON- 
CURRENT WITNESSING ANTIQUITY. 

Hence, as I have endeavoured fully to work out her Prin- 
ciple in my Apostolicity of Trinitarianism, we appeal to the 
CATENARY EVIDENCE of the old Fathers and Bishops and 
Doctors of the Church: we appeal to the HARMONIOUS EVI- 
DENCE of Ancient Creeds and Apologies; which, as we all 
know, run up to the very first ages; and which, in the 
very nature of their composition, imply, Universality : we 
appeal to the CONCURRING EVIDENCE of enemies: we ap- 
peal to the CORRESPONDING EVIDENCE of Liturgies, where, 
unmixed by later extrascriptural or unscriptural adultera- 
tions, they really do correspond with what is primeval and 
apostolical. 

(3.) And, now, mark the points, which are comprehended in 
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this extensive Appeal to Fathers and Creeds and Apologies 
and Enemies and Liturgies. 

The Appeal, truly, comprises the whole Circle of really 
Catholic Doctrines: insomuch that these Doctrines collectively 
stand out, upon the most perfect and invincible HISTORICAL 
TESTIMONY, as the true Sense of SCRIPTURE; according as 
Scripture was INTERPRETED by the Spirit, and according as 
the Spirit’s INTERPRETATION was received and understood by 
the apostolically instructed Primitive Church. 

(4.) Higher MORAL EVIDENCE than this, I submit, cannot, 
for the substantiation of any given FACT, be produced. 

By such a process, we ascertain the PRIMEVAL APOSTOLIC 
SETTLEMENT OF THE SENSE OF DOCTRINAL SCRIPTURE: and 
this is the only true object of any rational inquiry into the Doc- 
trinal Import of Holy Writ. With insulated INTERPRETERS, 
whether ancient or modern, we have nothing todo. What we 
want is TESTIMONY TO A FACT. That FACT is the DOC- 
TRINAL SYSTEM OF THE PRIMITIVE CHURCH, AS RECEIVED 
THROUGH THE PERSONAL TEACHING OF THE INSPIRED APO- 
STLES, FROM THE INTERPRETATION OF SCRIPTURE BY THE 
SPIRIT OF GOD: and that TESTIMONY we obtain by an Appeal 
to A CHAIN OF WITNESSES which reaches unbroken to the very 
commencement of Christianity. 

III. Such is the LEGITIMATE APPEAL to Antiquity, which 
is sanctioned and practised by the Church of England: an 
Appeal, under one aspect, universal; under another aspect, 
studiously and systematically restricted: that is to say, univer- 
sal, so far as TESTIMONY is concerned; restricted, so far as 
SUBJECT is concerned. 

Here it is, that she differs both from the Papists and the 
Tract-Writers and the whole Fraternity of Ulira-Churchmen. 

1. They ILLEGITIMATELY appeal to Antiquity, not positive 
and catenary, but relative and insulated ; supplying their want 
of positively ancient Evidence, by the gratuitous allegation of 
certain imaginary hints and tendencies in the concise text 
afforded through the first ages: and their Appeal, when of this 
description, is made, in order to enforce our Recepiion of sun- 
dry very foolish Extrascripturalities or Unscripturalities of the 
fourth century. 

2K 
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2. She LEGITIMATELY appeals to Antiquity, not merely re- 
lative and insulated, but positive and catenary ; dealing not in 
the vagueness of fancied hints and tendencies, but resorting to 
direct Evidence; and her Appeal is made solely for the ascer- 
tainment of the true Sense of Doctrinal Scripture. 

IV. In a word, the Church of England, wherein I desire 
humbly to follow her, holds Scripture to be THE SOLE RULE 
OF FAITH, and Unanimous Antiquity to be AN UNEXCEPTION- 
ABLE WITNESS TO THE NATURE OF THAT FAITH WHEREOF 
SCRIPTURE IS THE SOLE RULE. 


NUMBER XII. 


THE PAULICIANS. 


The very able Bossuet has so constructed an argument 
against the Reformation, that, if its middle term be admitted, 
its conclusion, by a logical necessity, must inevitably follow. 

His argument is this. 

Christ has promised, to his true Visible Church, the privilege 
of unfailing doctrinal purity: for the promise of such purity, 
Sree from any stain of deadly apostatic corruption, is plainly 
involved in his last declaration to his Apostles, and through 
them to their successors; Lo, I am with you ALWAY, even unto 
the end of the world. 

But, except the two Communions of the Valdenses and the 
Albigenses, whereof the Valdenses were a mere modern sect 
owing their recent origin to Peter Vaido in the twelfth century, 
while the Albigenses and their theological ancestors the Pauli- 
cians were rank Manichéans, Protestants are unable to produce 
any Visible Church, out of the pale of the Roman Church, 
which, during the long term of the middle ages, they can, con- 
sestently with their own religious principles, allege, in agree- 
ment with Christ’s promise, to be a pure Visible Church. 

Therefore, they must either condemn their own separation by 
admitting the Church of Rome and the Churches in communion 
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with her to constitute the pure Visible Church of Christ’s pro- 
mise, or else they must impiously impugn the veracity of the 
Lord himself : for, if the promised pure Visible Church existed 
not in the Church of Rome and the Churches in communion with 
her throughout the middle ages, and if during the same period 
they be unable to point out any other Visible Church which on 
their own principles, they can justly deem pure; then such a 
Church must have ceased to exist many ages before the Refor- 
mation, and thus consequently the promise of Christ will have 
failed in its accomplishment. 

Of this argument, [ see not, how the premises can be denied : 
for we must allow, that Christ spoke, not of an invisible or 
mystical Church, but of a visible or literal Church; and we 
must further allow, that, if Christ were to be ALWAY with the 
literal ministers of this literal Church, those ministers could 
not apostatise into damnable doctrinal error, inasmuch as the 
approbative spiritual presence of Christ with gross apostatic 
perverters of the sincere word is a contradiction in terms. 
Admit, then, in addition to the premises, the middle term also, 
which Bossuet has laboured at great length to establish upon 
historical testimony ; and the conclusion, so far as I can per- 
ceive, will plainly follow. 

Hence, the only way, in which the argument can be nulli- 
fied, is through the medium of a successful denial of its middle 
term: and the sole mode, in which the middle term can be 
successfully denied, is; either by a well established vindicatory 
reclamation of the Vallenses and the Albigenses, as jointly con- 
stituting the pure Visible Church of the middle ages; or else 
by the authentic production of some other Visible Church, 
which, in a state of purity, shall have continued, throughout 
the whole of that intermediate period, distinct and separate from 
Rome. 

Now the /atter part of this alternative was out of my power, 
Consequently, as I had no inclination to be driven by Bossuet’s 
argument into the purlieus of the Papal Church, I preferred 
attempting the former part of the alternative. Accordingly, 
the former part constituted the subject of a Work which [ pub- 
lished under the title of An Inquiry into the History and Theo- 
logy of the ancient Vallenses and Albigenses, as exhibiting, 

2K 2 


500 APPENDIX. 


agreeably to the promises, the perpetuity of the Sincere Church 
of Christ. 

I. Such was the argument of Bossuet: and such was the 
subject of a Work, designed very honestly and innocently, on 
protestant principles, to meet and combat that argument. 

Two Anglican Clergymen, however, Mr. Dowling and Mr. 
Maitland to wit, have jointly, so far as respects the Vallenses 
and the Albigenses, laboured to establish the truth of Bossuet’s 
middle term; and, thence, have jointly aided also in the 
establishment of his antiprotestant conclusion. 

That their purpose and belief are as honest as my own, I 
have no right to deny : yet, since they have so far industriously 
toiled in the cause of Popery as to defend and maintain a very 
important part of Bossuet’s middle term; I cannot help think- 
ing, that, after their respective performances, they are bound 
to come publicly forward, and shew how, with the vindication 
aud adoption of all that he says respecting the Valdenses and 
the Albigenses and the Paulicians, they purpose to set aside 
his conclusion. What they have written may tend to unsettle 
the mind of many a conscientious Anglican who is acquainted 
with the argument of Bossuet : and, to persons thus circum- 
stanced, they owe, as a just duty, a confutation of that argu- 
ment upon principles which they themselves are able to esta- 
blish. Ita fearful thing to unhinge the faith of any one: and 
I perceive not, how this fearful thmg can be removed from 
their consciences, save, either singly or jointly, by their grap- 
pling, before the public, with the argument of the Gallican 
Prelate. . 

Mr. Maitland’s Book, I cannot say that I have myself read : 
but the drift of it is sufficiently well known; and, if I had 
any doubt, it would be effectually removed by the language 
of his fellow-labourer Mr. Dowling. Meaning to be compli- 
mentary to his friend, that gentleman assures us: that an 
acquaintance with one tenth of the authorities, which Mr. 
Maitland has collected, is sufficient to convince the fair in- 
quirer, that the Albigenses held Manichéan Tenets, and that 
the Waldenses were a distinct and recent Sect. Letter on the 
Paulicians, p. 4. . 

In like manner when I published my own Work, T had not 


APPENDIX. 501 


read Mr. Dowling’s Pamphlet on the Paulicians ; though 
circumstances have, since then, led me to its perusal. I had 
heard of this Production, and I was aware of its drift: but 
the same reason, which made me deem it unnecessary to con- 
sult Mr. Maitland, caused me to form the same opinion as to 
the consulting of Mr. Dowling ; and a subsequent perusal of 
his Pamphlet has convinced me, that I judged correctly. 

This case was simply this: I had duly studied the Master ; 
and, since the historical vouchers of Mr. Maitland and Mr. 
Dowling must be the same as those of Bossuet (possibly with 
some unimportant additions of the same stamp), I did not think 
it requisite, after I had checked and sifted and examined the 
Gallican Leader, to travel over the ground a second time with 
his two mere English Followers. The original documents 
were alike open to M. Bossuet, to Mr. Maitland, to Mr. 
Dowling, and to myself: and, as they had produced upon me, 
even while under the skilful management of the French Pre- 
late, no such conviction as Mr. Dowling celebrates when he 
pronounces that there is now an end of the controversy about 
the Albigenses ; it was not probable, that my view of them 
would be changed by any thing which Mr. Maitland and 
Mr. Dowling could urge. 

Tn truth, with the Performance of their very clever Gallican 
Corypheus before my eyes, I could not doubt (a matter fully 
established by the Pamphlet of Mr. Dowling, who professes 
himself an admirer and imitator of Mr. Maitland), that the 
two Anglican Divines had adopted a mode of estimating 
Historical Testimony so radically and so essentially different 
from that adopted by myself, as utterly to preclude the very 
possibility of our agreement. Why the mode in question 
should have been preferred by the wily Bossuet, it is easy to 
understand : but, why the same mode should have been zeal- 
ously patronised by two Clergymen of the Reformed Church 
of England, it is not a matter of equal facility to explain. 
However, the only real point is: WHICH of the two modes was 
the most likely to elicit the true state of the case. 

The business if I mistake not, stands as follows. 

Of the old Paulicians and Albigenses and Vallenses, we 
know very little, save what, in the midst of repeated contradic- 
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tions, their bitter and bigoted enemies have thought fit, in a 
sort of hereditary cuckoo-note, to declare respecting them. 

This, being a naked FAcT, will not, I suppose, be contro- 
verted. But, 1f not controverted, such a FACT, with all reason- 
able inquirers, will draw after it, in the examination of our 
existing documents, the salutary necessity of great JEALOUSY 
and CAUTION. In the old fable, the history of the lion would 
have run very differently, had it been written by the lion 
instead of by the man: and whenever the Valdenses and the 
Albigenses are permitted to speak for themselves, we find the 
fable fully verified. Had nothing come down to us respecting 
the Primitive Christians, save the perpetual allegations of their 
enemies, during the three first centuries, as recorded by Tacitus 
and Justin and Athenagoras and Theophilus and Tertullian and 
Origen and Minucius Felix and Eusebius; Bossuet and his 
two English Followers must, on their principles of investiga- 
tion, have pronounced them clearly guilty of infanticide and 
cannibalism and promiscuous incest and phallic impurity and 
insensate onolatry: and the sagacity of Mr. Dowling would 
have had a second opportunity of declaring, that there is now 
an end of the controversy respecting the pestilent superstition 
introduced by one Christus or Chrestus. 

1. From such a remark, the MODE of inquiry touching the 
Paulicians and the Albigenses and the Valdenses, adopted 
by the Gallican Prelate and the Anglican Divines, will readily 
be anticipated. 

In working upon our historical materials, these three gentle- 
men rapidly and greedily accept, as Truth, whatever the un- 
disguised enemies of these several religionists are pleased to 
declare of them: and, according to Mr. Dowling, though he 
has the grace to confess that the declamatory charges of con- 
troversial writers deserve to go for little; if the same allega- 
tions are confidently repeated, from age to age, by enemies (just 
as they were confidently repeated, from age to age, concerning 
the early Christians by their pagan enemies), such harmonious 
repetitions, by the very circumstance of their harmony, serve 
invincibly to establish the truth of the original allegations. 
Lett. on the Paulic. p. 33, 39, 45, 49. 

Now this process, I take it, is, not a sober weighing of 
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evidence, but an indiscriminate swallowing of evidence. Hence, 
when we consider by WHOM the evidence was borne, we may 
perhaps doubt, whether such a process be quite the most advan- 
tageous for the fair developement of Truth. At least, I appre- 
hend, it would not be very warmly patronised in an english 
jury-box of twelve men good and leal, who, after hearing the 
examination of witnesses, were sworn to bring in a faithful 
verdict of Guilty or Not Guilty. 

2. Impressed with such an estimate of the business, I ven- 
tured to adopt a MODE of investigation exactly the reverse of 
that preferred by the three Divines, to whom I stand opposed. 

The tone of the witnesses, whom we had equally before us, 
convinced me, that, on their own merits, they were not to be 
trusted : and the matter of their testimony was no less suspi- 
cious, than the tone in which it was delivered. Hence, instead 
of rapidly believing the whole of their palpably hostile depo- 
sition without further inquiry, I subjected them to a severe 
cross-examination; occasionally, when I had it in my power, 
bringing forward the evidence of much honester men than them- 
selves, which evidence was always found flatly to contradict 
their evidence, while at the same time their evidence perpetu- 
ally contradicted zésel/f: and, after this process had been duly 
gone through on the very principle admitted by Mr. Dowling 
that the declamatory charges of controversial writers deserve to 
go for little, I directed my Jury, in the character of an upright 
Judge, to bring in, on behalf of the accused, a verdict of full 
and honourable acquittal. 

II. I have mentioned, that, although I had not read Mr. 
Dowling’s Pamphlet on the Paulicians when I published my 
own Work on the Vallenses and the Albigenses, circumstances 
had afterward led me to its perusal. These circumstances 
were the repeated attacks of that gentleman, in the pages of 
the British Magazine, upon a portion of my Work which 
respects the Paulicians : and, doubtless, as might be expected 
from the quality of his favourite EVIDENTIAL PRINCIPLE, the 
several counts of his indictment are of a specially formidable 
nature. 

1. Because I cited Peter of Sicily (Mr. Dowling quarrels 
with the style and title of Peter Siculus) in the Latin Transla- 
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tion of his History as contained in the Bibliotheca Patrum, 
rather than in the Greek Original to which I happened to have 
no access; Mr. Dowling, on such grounds, has thought fit to 
allege the insufficiency of such evidence. 

Yet, when challenged to the task, he pretended not to say, 
that, in the statement of circumstances, there was any difference 
between the Original and the Translation. 

2. Because, on the quite intelligible principle already laid 
down, I did not implicitly believe every statement in Peter’s 
History; he has gravely charged me with not following the 
authorities which I consulted. 

Yet, agreeably to Ais own admission of the small evidential 
value of controversial declamation, I only exercised the ordinary 
right of cross-questioning a very suspicious witness, who, in the 
midst of precisely such controversial declamation, perpetually 
contradicted himself. 

3. Because I differed, it seems, in my conclusion, from 
certain modern writers both popish and protestant (Bossuet 
among the popish, Mr. Dowling himself among the protestant) ; 
he has pronounced me to be not a little presumptuous. 

Yet, like them, I merely claimed an equal right of judgment 
upon the evidence equally before us: and, as plain common 
sense rather than any great learning was required, I did not 
exactly perceive, why my conscientious verdict should defer to 
theirs. ; 

4, Because, purely in the way of banter, I ridiculed the idea, 
that Constantine, after renouncing Manichéism (if he ever were 
a Manichéan), could have been reconverted to Manichéism by 
a diligent perusal of the four Gospels and the fourteen Pauline 
Epistles; he has charged me with gross falsification, inasmuch 
as Peter certainly describes him, not to have been literally 
converted to Manichéism by such perusal, but only to have 
essayed the extraction of it out of the Sacred Books without 
(as was notoriously the practice of real Manichéans) in the 
slightest degree corrupting them. 

Yet I should have thought, that no reader could have 
seriously imagined me to intimate that the perusal of unadul- 
terated Scripture bona fide converted a man to Manichéism : 
or, if, with Mr. Dowling, he actually thus misunderstood me, 
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I should have further thought, that his curious error, at least 
so far as my honesty was concerned, might have been corrected 
by perusing the faithfully quoted exact words of Peter, which, 
only three pages before the occurrence of what I had innocently 
deemed very intelligible banter, I had regularly placed at full 
length in my margin. 

5. But his chief count against me, or (as the French speak) 
his cheval de bataille, was: that, confessedly, I had not read 
the Treatise of Photius against the Manichtans. Hence he 
contended, that, as I had not examined the most important 
witness against the Paulicians,; I was not entitled to demand a 
verdict in their favour: and the whole of his strenuous objurga- 
tion was to the effect, that, had I read the Treatise of Photius, 
I must, with himself, have inevitably been convinced, that the 
Paulicians were rank, though hypocritically disguised, Ma- 
nichéans. 

To this, which, nevertheless, from its very tone of assump. 
tion at the expense of my own alleged shallowness, I suspected 
to me mere vapouring parade, I replied: that, so far as anti- 
quity was concerned, Photius and Peter of Sicily might be 
deemed equally valuable; but that, so far as opportunities of 
information were concerned, there could be no comparison 
between these two contemporaries, inasmuch as the former 
wrote from hearsay, while the latter wrote from his own 
personal observation during a residence of nine months among 
the Paulicians themselves. And I added: that, although, 
from my inability to procure the Treatise of Photius, I had 
certainly not read it, yet I had carefully read the Work of 
his contemporary Peter from beginning to end; and, thence, 
that, if the Work of Peter, bigoted as he was and determined 
to say every thing injurious and prejudicial, had fully, even 
from his own shewing, convinced me that the Paulicians were 
not Manichéans, it was very improbable that the far less au- 
thoritative Work of Photius, who himself (as I had learned 
from Mosheim) testified the actual abhorrence both of Manes 
and of his Doctrine on the part of the Paulicians, would pro- 
duce any essential change in my conviction. 

Thus, in the British Magazine, ran my answer. In conse- 
quence, however, of Mr. Dowling’s ascription of such vast 
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weight to the testimony of Photius, and moreover (I will fairly 
own) through a curiosity to ascertain whether my suspicion 
respecting his immense flourish of trumpets was well founded, 
I made it my endeavour to procure both the Work of Photius 
and Mr. Dowling’s own Pamphlet: for I felt reasonably 
assured, that, if I could not procure the former, I should 
doubtless find introduced into the latter whatever in Photius 
was most favourable to the views of my assailant. 

The Pamphlet was easily procured: and a mere perusal of it 
very soon satisfied me, that my suspicion had been perfectly 
well founded. I could not, however, procure the actual Work 
of Photius: but my fortunate acquisition of the Pamphlet 
brought me, nevertheless, sufficiently into contact with it for 
every purpose of examination. Mr. Dowling informed me, 
that Euthymius Zigabenus had copied verbatim the early part 
of the first book of Photius: which, as he likewise informed 
me, is the only portion of his Treatise that specially discusses 
the Paulicians, and which in fact forms an independent Work. 
Now the Panoplia of Euthymius happened, all the while, to be 
quietly slumbering upon my own shelves; having been pur- 
chased by me very many years ago for the purpose of a quite 
different examination, and not having been perused beyond the 
purpose in question. Here, accordingly, without further trou- 
ble, I found, what I previously knew not that I possessed ; the 
requisite extract to wit, copied, as Mr. Dowling assures us, 
verbatim from Photius: and, having forthwith read it, I am 
now, no less than my adversary, qualified to give an opinion 
upon its cogency. 

Just as, from the very nature of things, I had confidently 
anticipated, its perusal, in point of information, leaves me pre- 
cisely where I was. Photius is far less full than Peter of Sicily, 
omitting various matters which are specified by Peter, and 
communicating no additional matter which had been overlooked 
by him. Nothing, in short, save a single circumstance that 
shall speedily be noticed, is set forth by Photius, which stamps 
upon the Paulicians the character of Manichéism a whit more 
forcibly, than the already examined and really alone important 
Work of the Sicilian: and, since the later Byzantine Writers, 
adduced by Mr. Dowling, merely retail (as I guessed would be 
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the case, from my own examination of Cedrenus, who, I now 
find, has, with scarce any variation, borrowed his statement 
from. Photius) the self-contradicting calumnies of Photius and 
Peter, my reading of the Pamphlet has proved highly satisfac- 
tory; because it convinces me, that both my own principle of 
weighing evidence and my own view of the evidence before me 
were thoroughly correct. 

But it is time that I should notice the single circumstance 
in Photius, which might be deemed of some evidential im- 
portance. 

Both Photius and Peter tells us: that the Paulicians openly 
professed an utter abhorrence of Manichéism; that they openly 
declared their full assent and consent to every Catholic Doc- 
trine ; that they openly anathematised all who believed not in 
the Godhead of the Father and the Son and the Holy Ghost ; 
and that they openly confessed the birth of Christ from the 
Virgin Mary. But then they further tell us: that, whatever 
these same Paulicians might openly pretend to believe, they 
secretly, among themselves, explained away every Catholic 
Doctrine to which they had given their outward adhesion, and 
substituted in stead thereof the odious and impious speculations 
of Manicheism. 

Now, in reply to such an accusation, it is very natural to 
adopt the pertinent question of Tertullian; which, when a 
charge of most curiously similarly quality was brought against 
the Primitive Christians, he propounded to their malignant 
slanderers. 

Dicimur sceleratissimi, de sacramento infanticidii, et pabulo 
crude, et post convivium incesto, quod eversores luminum 
canes, lenones scilicet, tenebrarum et libidinum impiarum, in- 
verecundia procurent.—Si semper latemus, quando proditum 
est quod admittimus? Imo a quibus prodi potuit ?—Si ergo 
non ipsi proditores sui, sequitur ut extranei: et unde extraneis 
notitia? Tertull. Apol. adv. Gent. Oper. p. 820, 821. 

In like manner, we may reasonably ask: How and where 
did Photius and Peter learn, what, by the very terms of their 
own statement, the Paulicians did secretly and among themselves ? 

Here Mr. Dowling will promptly reply; that Photius 
speaks of a confession of prior Manichéism having been actually 
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made to himself by converts from Paulicianism who had re- 
nounced and washed away the pollution of the apostasy with the 
tears of repentance: and he will add; that even the very form 
of renunciation, by which the errors of Manichéism were pub- 
licly abjured, is still fortunately extant. Lect. on the Paulic. 
p. 24, 25, 35—39. 

I sincerely pity the man, who has no better evidence to bring 
in support of Bossuet’s speculations: and, verily, this is the 
sole evidence, with which Photius will accommodate him, in 
addition to the valueless inculpatory testimony of Peter the 
Sicilian. 

Whenever an unlucky Paulician was caught, unless he con- 
fessed and renounced the alleged Doctrines of his Communion, 
he was forthwith consigned to the flames. Petr. Sic. Hist. 
p- 36, 37, 40. Under such circumstances, if a person shrank 
from martyrdom, the confession, recorded by Photius, would 
be the obvious result: and, when the poor trembling wretch 
was reconciled to the Church, he would, no doubt, be required 
to make his public abjuration in terms corresponding with his 
already made private confession. 

Such is the amount of the evidence produced by Mr. Dow- 
ling : but, in regard to the last particular, the form of public 
abjuration I mean, his probate is so extraordinary that it 
requires some further notice. 

From Cotelerius and Tollius, he produces the very formula 
in which (says he) the PAULICIAN renounced his errors when he 
applied for admission into the Church. Now the formula, ac- 
cording to his own citation from his own authorities, was the 
form in which the converted MANICHEAN anathematised his 
heresy when he came over to the Holy Catholic and Apostolic 
Church of God. Letter on the Paulic. p.35, 36. Therefore, 
according to Mr. Dowling, the PAULICIANS were indubitably 
MANICHEANS. 

To bring out such a conclusion, Mr. Dowling ought to have 
shewn: that the abjuration, drawn up for MANICHEANS, was 
that which was offered to and specially intended for PAULI- 
cIANS. It might, or it might not. Very probably it was. 
But still Mr. Dowling most illogically argues from a pure gra- 
tuitous assumption of his own. We have no produced authority 
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but his, for saying: that the abjuration, prepared for real 
MANICHEANS, by whom, at the time of Peter’s visit, the whole 
town of Mananalis was inhabited after the seceding PAULICIANS 
had removed to Tibrica, was the abjuration which the PAULI- 
CIANS specially were required to make. And yet, upon this 
gross assumption, he founds an argument: which argument, 
even if he could establish its premises, would still, as I have 
shewn above, be absolutely worth nothing. It would prove, 
indeed, what required no proof, that the enemies of the Pauli- 
cians were determined to view them as Manichéans, and that 
they compelled them to confess a previous adherence to Manic- 
héism preparatory to their final abjuration of it: but, assuredly, 
it would prove nothing more; it would noé prove, that the 
Paulicians were Manichéans. The form of abjuration, no 
doubt, sets forth the Manichéan Peculiarities which were 
ascribed to the Paulicians: but this, 1 submit, is no proof of 
their actual Manichiésm. When at liberty, they always pro- 
fessed their horror of the Manichéism, which they had, long 
since, under the preaching of Constantine, openly renounced : 
and a confession of Manichéism, under the fear of a painful 
death, is no very cogent evidence of its reality. Should Mr. 
Dowling allege, that Photius does not describe their confession 
as compulsory, but that he simply mentions it as a confession 
which he had heard, the answer is obvious : he understood his 
trade far too well to be guilty of any such flagrant absurdity. 
His contemporary Peter, however, lets it out, that death or 
abjuration was the proffered alternative: and abjuration, asso- 
ciated with the equally recorded prayer of the officiating Priest, 
involved confession. Pet. Sic. Hist. p.37. Letter on Paulic. 
p- 37. note. 

ILL. It is really curious to observe the manner, in which the 
two witnesses, Peter and Photius, upon whom Mr. Dowling so 
confidently depends, perpetually exhibit their own flagrant in- 
consistency : and the same remark, as I have abundantly shewn 
in my Work on the subject, equally applies to those miserable 
creatures, the tools of persecuting Rome, who, at a later period, 
similarly calumniated the blameless Albigenses. A few speci- 
mens, in addition to what has already been said, may here be 
not unaptly introduced. 
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1. The Paulicians, in semblance, we are assured, renounced 
Manichtism, BECAUSE they found it in very evil odour through- 
out the whole neighbourhood. 

Yet there is not the slightest appearance, that they ever 
thought of renouncing it, either really or simulatively, until they 
had become acquainted with the four unadulterated Gospels 
and the fourteen unadulterated Pauline Epistles. Then, in- 
deed, when they were directed by Constantine to the exclusive 
study of these confessedly uncorrupted Volumes, they, either 
actually as I believe, or hypocritically as Mr. Dowling believes, 
renounced the Manichéism of their fathers. 

Accordingly, notwithstanding the pretended cAusE of the 
simulated renunciation, the ancient Heresy was not renounced 
by all the Manichéans of Mananalis: for, after the seceding 
Paulicians had themselves removed to Tibrica, Mananalis, at 
the end of two full centuries, still continued, down to the time 
of Peter’s visit, to be inhabited by openly professed and wholly 
undistinguished Manichéans. 

Now, if the general bad repute of Manichéism was the 
CAUSE of its simulative renunciation by the Paulicians, why did 
not all the Manichéans of Mananalis renounce it, and why did 
a large body of them still continue to inhabit the town of the 
reformer Constantine down even to the latter part of the ninth 
century ? 

We hear nothing of any renunciation by any Manichéan being 
so much as thought of, until the Gospels and the Pauline 
Epistles were received : and then, under the teaching of Con- 
stantine from those Sacred Books, we, for the first time, hear 
of an extensive, though not an universal, renunciation. 

Hence it is tolerably evident, that the real CAUSE of the re- 
nunciation was the exclusive perusal of the uncorrupted Gospels 
and Epistles ; the converts having previously been acquainted 
with nothing better, than the garbled and interpolated and muti- 
lated Gospels of the old Gnostic and Manichéan School: and 
so important did they deem the sincere Word of God which 
they had now received, that they ever afterward diligently in- 
culcated the perusal of it both upon the Clergy and the Laity, 
strongly reprobating the practice of the dominant Priesthood in 
their wicked attempt to confine it to themselves. 
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2. They extracted, however, a more plausible, though not a 
less real, form of Manichéism, out of the New Testament, not 
by garbling the text, but by perverting the sense. 

This absurd and inconsistent allegation, even to say nothing of 
the perfectly intelligible specimens of their asserted perversion, 
stands self-refuted by the acknowledged FACT; a FACT, con- 
firmed by Cedrenus three whole centuries later than Photius 
and Peter: that, unlike the real Manichéans, they never muti- 
lated or interpolated the Sacred Text; and that, to the uncor- 
rupted Holy Volume alone, they always, both Clergy and 
Laity, resorted for their theological instruction. 

3. But, tricksy as were Constantine and the leading teachers 
of the Paulicians in thus saying one thing and meaning another ; 
nevertheless, the whole entire body of the Paulicians themselves, 
at the time of Peter’s visit, were completely zgnorant of this 
same tricksiness. Whence, in real good earnest, little suspect- 
ing either their founders or themselves to have been still con- 
cealed Manichéans after they had openly renounced Manichéism, 
they heartily reprobated both Manes and all the chiefs of the 
Manichéan Heresy. 

Adeo ut, guotqguoé nunc sunt Manichei, technam istam et 
artificium ignorantes, Scythianum et Buddam et Manetem ip- 
sum, qui totius sectz principes fuerunt, promptis animis respuant 
et detestentur. 

Here we have the practised impudence of determined false- 
hood stamped upon the very face of an unprincipled allegation. 

(1.) If all the Paulicians themselves, or, as Peter is pleased 

ito style them, Manichéans, were, in the ninth century, con- 
Jfessedly ignorant of the tricksiness of their founders and teachers 
in the seventh century; whom, while they anathematised 
Manes, they venerated, as both Peter and Photius assure us, 
under the aspect of faithful apostles of Christ: how came Peter 
to be so intimately acquainted with thissame ancient tricksiness, 
which, by his own shewing, occurred two hundred years before 
his visit, and which, as a known fact though unknown to all the 
Paulicians, he propounds with such intrepid confidence ? 

(2.) And again: if the Paulicians, when Peter visited them, 
were themselves universally quite ignorant of the old tricksiness 
of a pretended aljuration of Manichéism and a real retention of 
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it: how could they, all the while, be actually practising what 
they were entirely ignorant of, by avowing (according to our 
two veracious witnesses) good and sound Catholic Doctrines and 
Sentiments in public, and by denying those very Doctrines and 
Sentiments in private ? , 

IV. To these specimens of self-contradiction and incon- 
sistency, many others, if requisite, might be added: but what 
has been already exhibited will abundantly shew the quality of 
the witnesses, upon whose sleeve Mr. Dowling implicitly pins 
his faith. 

In the matter of the Paulicians, the circumstance of their fore- 
fathers having once been Manichéans was found too convenient 
a handle to be pretermitted, when a knot of troublesome refor- 
mers was to be dealt with, who rejected the worship of the cross, 
who denied the material presence of Christ’s body and blood in 
the Eucharist, and who would believe nothing save what they 
read in Scripture. Manichéans they had been: and Mani- 
chéans, it was determined, they should be. Had they been 
converted from Manichéism to the idolatrous superstition of the 
dominant Church: all would have been well; and we should 
have heard nothing more of their Heresy. But, unluckily for such 
men as Peter and Photius, they were converted from Manichéism 
to Doctrines, which they drew direct from their exclusively 
perused Sacred Books, the four uncorrupted Gospels and the 
fourteen unadulterated Epistles of St. Paul. These, until they 
could add to their collection, as they subsequently did, the 
Acts and the Catholic Epistles of James and Jude and John, 
constituted their SOLE RULE OF FAITH. Mere was their true 
offence. No matter how they might deny the charge of Mani- 
chéism; no matter how they might express their honest detesta- 
tion of the old Manichéan Heresiarchs; no matter how they 
might declare, that they had long since renounced, under the 
teaching of Holy Writ itself, the errors of their forefathers ; no 
matter how they might appeal to Scripture ungarbled and unin- 
terpolated, as their enemies themselves confessed, through five 
whole centuries from their original reformation ; no matter how 
strict and holy might be their deportment, as again their ene- 
mies were constrained to admit; no matter how they might 
declare their full assent and consent to all the true Catholic 
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Doctrines of our Religion, such, for instance, as the Trinity and 
the Godhead of Christ and his Corporal Birth from the Virgin 
Mary : still, in the judgment of bigotry and prejudice and morti- 
fied pride and unmitigated hatred, the whole, as in the exactly 
similar case of the Albigenses, was insufficient. Their renuncia- 
tion of Manes was a pretence; their faith was a figment, pro- 
fessed in public disowned in private: their holiness of conversa- 
tion was mere hypocrisy, a convenient sheepskin (as Peter hath 
it) to cover the ravening and obscene wolf. They had de- 
nounced, from Scripture, the miserable superstition of the age ; 
they had charged the Clergy with refusing the Holy Volume to 
the Laity, that so, by unconvicted perversion and omission, they 
might the more securely prevent them from attaining to the 
knowledge of the truth; they had declared, that the Laity, as 
well as the Clergy, ought to be diligent in the constant perusal 
of the Written Word, inasmuch as God will have all. men (I 
cite their own precise statement) come 'to the knowledge of the 
truth and thus secure their eternal salvation: and this was 
quite enough to purchase the malignant hatred of. an apostate 
and persecuting Priesthood. 

V. For my own part, so far as I can judge from the now 
perfect evidence before me as exhibited in Mr. Dowling’s 
Pamphlet; Mr. Dowling himself, when, to Photius and Peter 
of Sicily and Cedrenus, are added: Theophanes and Georgius 
Hamartolus and the Anonymous Continuator of Theophanes 
and Josephus Genesius and Constantine Porphyrogennetus and 
Georgius Monachus and Joannes Zonaras and Anna Commena 
and Michael Glycas, having pronounced upon its perfection 
(Letter or Paulic. p. 9. note.) : for my own part, I feel not a 
shadow of doubt as to the real character of the Paulicians ; 
and, exactly on the same fair and rational and english principle 
of cross-examination, I feel just as little doubt as to the real 
character of their equally calumniated successors the Albigenses. 
There is not one of the witnesses against them (and I may al- 
most say, that I have sifted them by dozens), who does not break 
down under such a questioning as an intelligent Barrister would 
assuredly inflict upon an individual whose motives and integrity 
he more than suspected : and, when, against the inconsistent 
testimony of these corrupt accusers, we place the single honest 
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evidence of Roger Hoveden, as to what, in a publicly delivered 
CONFESSION OF FAITH, the Albigenses, and thence (as we may 
safely infer) their indisputable ancestors the Paulicians also, 
really believed ; the question, I think, will at once be finally 
settled in the mind of every fair and unprejudiced inquirer. See 
Albig. confess. in Roger. Hoveden. Annal. fol. 319, as cited at 
full length in my Vallens. and Albig. book ii. chap. 9. § IT. 1. 
(2.) p. 284, 235. 

This important CONFESSION, with a trickery worthy of a 
Papist, Bossuet even when citing a portion of the passage in 
Hoveden where it occurs, actually suppresses! Mr. Maitland, 
though I have not read his Work, has doubtless, I will venture 
to say, honestly produced it. The Benedictine Historian of 
Languedoc does not give it at large, as he ought to have done: 
but, at least, he mentions it; and, on the contested articles, 
namely, the articles wherein the Albigenses at Lombers were 
charged with manicheanising, he distinctly owns, that they 
spoke soundly, even as Catholics themselves would have spoken. 
Hist. Gener. de Langued. livr. xix. § 2. vol. li. p. 3, as cited in 
my Vallens. and Albig. p. 236, 237. 

VI. With respect to Photius and Peter of Sicily, what 
opinion is to be entertained of the veracity of writers, who, 
when compelled to vouch for certain FACTS too notorious to be 
denied, strive to set aside or to nullify those FACTS, by surmises 
as to what was done in secret, by broad assertions of unproved 
duplicity, by allegations which stand even ludicrously self-con- 
tradicted ? 

Mr. Dowling and his admirers are quite at liberty to form 
what estimate they please. For myself, relatively to Photius 
and Peter and their long train of servile Byzantine copyists, 
when, in defiance of their own stated FACTS, they charge the 
Paulicians with Manichéism, I hesitate not to say: Ego, his 
testibus, etiamsi juratis, qui tam manifesto fumos vendunt, me 
non crediturum esse confirmo. 


THE END. 
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